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Preface

THE MODERN OLYMPIC GAMES symboUze the struggle between man's

ideals and the reality within which he must live. Begun in 1896, they

revived a system of sport competition in ancient Greek and Roman
times which had been carried out every four years over a period of

1,000 years. An idealistic French nobleman, Baron de Coubertin,

sought to adapt the concept of the ancient Olympic Games to mod-

ern conditions, providing an opportunity to revive and instill in the

youth of the world through physical exercise and competition the

virtues" of fair play and soundness of mind and body. £>e Cou-

bertin's ideal was to reestabUsh among men, as the basis for world

peace and understanding, those vutues which m his eyes had been

lost or were rapidly dying out. The modem Games, however, have

been utilized not so much for international fair play, peace, and

understanding as for national self-interest, survival, and pride. In

reality, the world comprises numerous competing groups—be they

nation-states, business enterprises, or other organizational entities

—and their attendant ideologies, each of which for the purposes of

self-preservation and expansion vies for the attention and resources

of the world. The Olympic ideal has not been held equally by all

concerned. At best a long-range objective, it has receded behind the

demands of expediency and self-preservation. The Olympic Games
have demonstrated the long struggle of an ideal to become reality.

When Baron de Coubertin revived the Olympic Games in 1896

after a gap of nearly 1 ,500 years (the last ancient Games were hdd
in A.D. 394), his motives were at once practical and noble. The
Baron was first and foremost a Frenchman and only secondarily a

[viil
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world citizen. His major objective was to bolster the lagging for-

tunes of the French nation by developing strong character and vital-

ity in the youth of France through the spirit of competition and

athletic participation. At the same time, the Baron believed the ten-

sions and animosities existing among the peoples of the world could

be lessened through the spirit of athletic competition. He envi-

sioned a world of nations participating peacefully but competitively

on the playing field rather than meeting violently on the battle

ground.

This twofold quality of the modern Olympic Games has re-

mained intrinsic. While Olympic officials have espoused the creed

of universal participation for the betterment of mankind, the

nations of the world have interpreted participation in the Games as

an opportunity to express national identification. The ideal concept

of the Games has not been rejected; it has merely been translated

into practical terms.

In this light the Olympics take on the characteristics of any other

international organization or forum for international participation.

As a focus of analysis, it is apparent the Olympics mirror the inter-

national structure among nations. The world's two most powerful

nation-states, the United States and the Soviet Union, have won the

greatest number of medals. (They are not necessarily strongest in

proportion to their populations. Avery Brundage, president of the

International Olympic Committee from 1952 to 1972, noted that

smaller countries sometimes excel in terms of the proportion of

medals to total population. See the New York Times, 14 February

1960.) At the same time, the rise of the new nation-states following

World War II, particularly in Africa, is evident in the national com-

position of the modern Olympic Games. Differences in national

socioeconomic systems are reflected in the Olympic Games. In the

Soviet Union and the nation-states of Eastern Europe, the pattern

of social and economic relations is carried out by and for the state;

thus the state is the financier. Among nations where the market

mechanism prevails, such as the United States, state Hnancing is

held to a minimum. In each case the pattern of Olympic financing

is handled in a similar fashion.

In addition to these obvious manifestations of the international

structure among nation-states, a rise in international and trans-

national organizations can be noted as a consequence of national-

ism and nation-states. This aspect of international relations is
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reflected in the Olympic structure itself, which consists of the Inter-

national Olympic Committee and the various national Olympic

committees. In addition there are international sport federations

with attendant national bodies, and sports bodies created by
nations or groups whose overseeing power becomes part of this net-

work of associations. An important example is the Supreme Coun-

cil for Sports in Africa.

The commercial aspect of the Games cannot be ignored. In 1896

this aspect was absent, at least in terms of today's standards, but

since World War II the role of conmierce in the Olympic Games has

mirrored the role of commerce in international relations. The rise

of multinational corporations to a position of economic and politi-

cal strength is vividly exhibited in the modem Games in the devel-

opment of television rights, conunerdal products and advertising,

corporate contributions to national and organizing committees,

and financial rewards for hosting the Games.

The Olympic Games, when viewed both as microcosm of and as

actor in international relations, provides a unique opportunity to

examine at one time the numerous forces on the international

scene. Such a focus comprehends the many competing forces as one

inte^ated whole, permitting a coherent analysis of broad systemic

changes through time.

The Games play an interacting role, representing the interna-

tional structure while remaining a part of that structure. In view of

this reality, this study examines the role of the Olympic Games as

an influential factor on the international scene and weighs future

directions which the Olympic movement might consider in order to

remain a forum for international participation.

Attention is centered on the period 1944 to 1976, concentrating

primarily on four issues: (1) the evolution of the German question

throughout the period, (2) the evolution of the question of Chinese

participation in the Olympics throughout the period, (3) the ques-

tion of South African and Rhodesian participation ui the latter

phase of this period, and (4) the role of sport federations, interna-

tional organizations, and business interests in the Olympics

throughout the period.

The time period 1944 to 1976 permits identification and analysis

of the systemic changes in international relations which followed

World War II and provides some perspective on possible future

trends. The four major issues effectively illustrate the dynamics of
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interaction among the various political entities on the international

scene. The German and Chinese questions document the evolution

of relations between East and West. The South African/Rhodesian

question and the roles of international organizations, of business

interests, and of sport federations point up the forces for change in

orientation, outlook, and allegiance on the world political scene.

Part one of this study includes a brief discussion of the role of

sport in international relations, interpreting the Olympics not only

as an international sporting event but, more important, as a forum

for international participation. A conceptual basis is presented for

analysis of the systemic changes in international relations, present-

ing the Olympics as forum and actor amid the forces and trends

that shape the international scene.

Part two involves historical progression and analysis, examining

the major issues in the Olympics from 1944 to 1976 as they relate to

world events and trends. The period 1944 to 1976 is divided into

three subperiods: 1944-1956, 1956-1968, and 1968-1976. All three

reflect observable trends in world politics distinct from the others.

The first subperiod, 1944-1956, establishes the basic framework of

the post-World War II era, dominating world politics with the East-

West cold war estrangement. The next subperiod, 1956-1968, while

still reflecting the East-West conflict, marks the emergence of alter-

native forces on the world scene which flower during the 1%8-1976

subperiod, altering relationships between East and West.

In terms of the Olympics, each subperiod is divided into four-

year Olympiads, each begun by an Olympic Games. Political events

at each Olympic Games result from the preceding four-year period,

or Olympiad. For example, the XIV Olympiad (1948-1952) is asso-

ciated with the 1948 Olympic Games, but the political events at the

1948 Olympic Games result from the preceding period or the XIII

Olympiad (1944-1948). Hence, for the purposes of this study, the

1948 Olympic Games are combined with the XIII Olympiad rather

than with the XIV Olympiad. Subsequent Olympiads and Olympic

Games are handled in the same fashion.

By delineating and separating time periods in terms of Olympic

events as they correspond to world events, this structure provides a

means of examining systemic trends through time, isolating these

trends by focusing on specific events and changes throughout suc-

cessive time periods.

The primary source for this study has been the Avery Brundage
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Papers at the University of Illinois, Champaign-Urbana. The col-

lection provides the most definitive material available to date on

post-World War II Olympic activities. The Brundage Papers illuoii-

nate what has long been an eni^na on the international scene—the

activities of the Olympic and international sport organizations.

They are an excellent resource for explaining and understanding the

politics of the Olympic Games.

Because this is first and foremost a political study dealing with

sport and sport organizations, it does not purport to glorify or

dehneate heroic athletic feats. Only those athletic events are

included that relate to this overall theme or that specifically symbo-
lize a pohtical trend or event. Similarly, political events at the

Games that may have been particularly heinous or noteworthy are

considered only insofar as they relate to this overall theme or mani-

fest political trends and events on the international scene.

I am mdebted to a number of people who gave time, advice, and
encouragement in the writing of this book. Special thanks go to

Maynard Brichford, archives librarian at the University of Illinois,

for his help, guidance, and hospitality. I am particularly grateful to

Fred Warner Neal at Claremont Graduate School for his open

mind when I suggested the topic, and for his subsequent criticism,

advice, and encouragement. Jack Sullivan and Albot Schwartz of

Pitzer CoU^ helped enormously with theu: criticism of the manu-
script. Two ofmy colleagues at Claremont Graduate School—Bean
Cunry and Jack Janes—were particularly helpful, supplying edi-

torial and conceptual criticism. I owe a special debt of gratitude to

Joan Edgar, reference librarian at Honnold Library of the Clare-

mont Colleges, for her unceasing enthusiasm and help. I thank the

officials and staff of the United States Olympic Committee for

answering my many questions and for making materials available.

Finally, many thanks to my wife, Monica, for her editorial assis-

tance and especially for her moral support.

Richard Espy
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UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cul-

tural Organization
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FIS Federation Internationale de Ski
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OAS Organization of American States
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The Role andImportance of
Sport in International Relations

IN 1969, AFTER A SERIES of home-and-home soccer matches between

El Salvador and Honduras in the qualifying rounds for the World
Cup, El Salvador broke off diplomatic and economic relations with

Honduras. The series had ended in a tie—one win for each country

—but after each contest, riotous behavior by the citizens in each

country had inflamed an ahready explosive national confrontation.

Subsequently, after a playoff in Mexico City which Honduras lost,

4-3, war broke out between the two Central American states.*

The idea that two countries would break diplomatic relations and

go to war over a soccer match—admittedly over other provocations

as well—would seem ludicrous. Obviously passions run high during

a sporting event; the competition between the two sides ensures

this. But for nation-states to carry the outcome of the sporting

event beyond the playing field indicates high seriousness.

Sport is frequently a tool of diplomacy. By sending delegations

of athletes abroad, states can estabUsh a first basis for diplomatic

relations or can more effectively maintain sudi relations. Corre-

spoBdingly, the cancellation of a proposed sport visit to another

nation can be used by a state as a means of voicing displeasure with

that specific government or with its policies. As a prime example,

the 1971 visit of a table-tennis delegation from the United States to

the People's Republic of China preceded and set the stage for the

opening of long-severed diplomatic relations between the two coun-

tries. Similarly, sport can be used by one state as a '*softening-up''
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4 Sport andPolitics

device to obtain certain concessions from another. By conveniently

losing a match, thereby flattering another state, an atmosphere

beneficial to the attainment of trade concessions, for example, is

considerably improved. In early 1977 the United States, in an effort

to normalize relations with Cuba, sent a basketball team composed

of players from South Dakota, whose quality was considerably less

than the best the United States had to offer. Much to the delight of

the Cubans, the United States team lost. The Soviet Union, in order

to maintain good relations with neighbors such as Turkey, which

lag behind the USSR in athletic achievement, encourages regional

rather than national contests. It pits its weaker teams against neigh-

bors such as Turkey so as not to demoralize or shame them com-

pletely.^

All states use sport as a diplomatic tool, some in an obvious fash-

ion. The USSR makes no bones about the fact. Pravda in 1958

stated:

An important factor in our foreign policy is the international relations of

our sportsmen. A successful trip by the sportsmen of the USSR of the peo-

ple's democratic countries is an excellent vehicle of propaganda in capital-

ist countries. The success of our sportsmen abroad helps in the work of our
foreign diplomatic missions and of our trade delegations.^

To illustrate quantitatively, as of 1975 the USSR maintained sport-

ing relations with 87 countries and in that year nearly 20,000 Soviet

sportsmen participated in competitions abroad.* The Soviet Union
is not alone. The United States maintains considerable sporting ties

and, as would be expected of larger states, can afford to finance

large commitments.

The effectiveness of sport as a foreign policy tool derives from its

essential neutrality. It is basically a cultural exchange, but unlike a

traveling art exhibition, for example, sport exhibits the state's rela-

tive sense of political and economic strength through its prowess as

a competitor on the playing fleld. Thus, generically, the competi-

tion in sport parallels the competition in political or other arenas,

but because of sport's essential neutrality, the competition does not

necessarily entail correlative political significance. The political

import of sport is only what is imputed, so it can be used for a vari-

ety of foreign policy purposes without necessarily entailing overt

political significance. Sport can provide a malleable foreign policy

tool indicating various shades of political significance depending

on the intent, and perceived intent, of the parties concerned.
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Role and Importance in InternationalRelations 5

The role and importance of sport in international relations is not

limited to its use in foreign policy. Other actors on the international

scene attach great importance to sport, especially to the Olympic

Games. The Olympic Games demonstrate this phenomenon
through the number of people who watch and participate, the

increase in media attention over the years, the passions aroused

worldwide on behalf of the competitors and, most convincing,

through the controversies created within the Olympics which reflect

trends in international relations over time.

An excellent example of this is the debate over amateurism versus

professionalism, controversial since the inception of the modern
Games in 1896. From the outset the Games were for amateurs only,

for lovers of sport who participated solely for that reason.^ Anyone
who had at any time received remuneration for athletic activity was

considered ineligible for the Games. Implicit in this rule was the

idea of purity of spirit and mind, uncorrupted by material consider-

ations, which served as a guidepost for youth to extend themselves

beyond their own material lives, striving for something more
important in life for themselves and for society.*

When the modern Games were established, sport was considered

to be primarily an extraneous pastime. An athlete could participate

at the top levels solely for the love of sport. Sport was gaining cre-

dence, however, in economic, political, and even academic circles

as something exploitable for certain desired results. Business and
economic drcles saw potential monetary benefits. Politicians saw a

means of reinforcing national identity. Academicians saw physical

education as a valuable tool for the inculcation of normative

values. All these forces were operative in the revival of the Olympic

Games and have played an increasing role in the Games, as well as

in sport in general. For these reasons the Olympic Games have
taken on increasing importance to various concerns. As a result,

participation in the Olympics is no longer just a pastime. It is a seri-

ous proposition for the athletes and for those others involved, be

they nation-states, business organizations, the media, or the

spectators.

Looking first at the athletes, it is a truism that in order to com-
pete effectively with the best people, much time and effort is

required. Gone are the days when a man could set his cigar beside

the track, run a couple of laps and even set a record, then pick up
his cigar again as if nothing had happened.' In addition to the time

and effort involved, both the training and the competition entail a
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6 Sport andPolitics

great deal of expense. Today it is difficult for the individual to

make it alone without support in the form of subsidation. Accord-

ing to Olympic criteria, if an athlete is to be classified as an ama-

teur, subsidation and even the amount of time devoted to one's

sport are, strictly speaking, contrary to those criteria. The athlete is

considered a professional even though no direct remuneration for

services rendered is implied in the professional sense. In order to

compete effectively, however, an athlete cannot afford not to be

professional to a degree which applies to any top-flight athlete.

This problem is not limited to the Olympic Games; it is only more
visible there.

Another issue concerns who gives support and in what fashion.

This problem is further complicated by international poHtics. With
the participation of the Soviet Union in the Helsinki Games in 1952

after an absence of forty years, the question of "state amateurism"

arose. Many in the West, notably in the United States, felt that the

Soviet and East European athletes were not true amateurs because

they were completely supported by their governments. The Soviet

Union and East European governments vigorously objected to this

interpretation, stating that their athletes were employed in other

pursuits, military or academic, and in any case received no remu-

neration for their sport competition and victories. Moreover, they

argued, the athletes should not be expected to change their way of

life to meet the Olympic rules.' Avery Brundage, president of the

International Olympic Committee from 1952 to 1972, scoffed at

the American objections and pointed out that most American ath-

letes were actually supported by universities solely for their athletic

ability, a system that, according to Brundage, was essentially no
different from state support.'

Beyond such cold war polemics is the issue of amateurism versus

professionalism with regard to commercial interests. This reached a

celebrated point in winter sport, notably in Alpine skiing. Athletes

were receiving (under the table) money and openly advertised skiing

paraphernalia at victory ceremonies.** Since World War II, the

sporting goods market has grown immensely and professional sport

has proliferated.'' College sport, particularly at the larger universi-

ties, is an important part of the budget and a large income pro-

ducer. This lucrative aspect of sport raises questions about the

amateur status of the participants. Such economic interests forcibly

alter the codes of sport organizations, and, more important, indi-

cate the expanding role of sport in society.
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Other factors to be considered are the roles of the media, the

spectators, and the nation-states. With each successive Olympiad

since 1960, the media, primarily television, has paid increasing

sums to telecast the Games. The cost of the American rights to the

1976 Summer Games in Montreal, for instance, was $25 million;

but ABC Sports spent $40 million to telecast them. The extra $15

million was used mainly for production costs. For the American

rights to televise the 1980 Summer Games, NBC Sports has agreed

to pay the Moscow Organizing Committee $85 million for the two-

week spectacle.'^ These are phenomenal sums of money but the

media is willing to pay the price because public interest in the Olym-

pic Games and in sport in general is profitable, both in monetary

terms and m terms of prestige and its ancillary benefits to future

broadcasting events and programs.

The prestige factor affects the interest and purpose of nation-

states in terms of participation in the Games. For example, a state

will go to great effort to stand out at the Olympics. In the 1968

Mexico City Games, the American Jim Ryun was favored in the

1500 meter run, one of the major track events. His principal adver-

sary was Kip Keino of Kenya. The Kenyans felt that Keino had a

real chance to win if they could tire Ryun out and surprise him. To
this end they asked Ben Jipcho, the other Kenyan entered in the

race, to be the "rabbit" who would set a fast pace and thus sacri-

fice himself. The object was to make Ryun commit himself early in

the race, draining his reserve energy. Keino was to lay back as in a

normal race, reserving his own energy, making his move before

Ryun could know what had happened and do anything about it. All

worked according to plan. Ryun, though he made a gallant finish,

could place no better than second. Keino, and Kenya, got the gold

medal and the accompanying prestige.

Prestige is inherent in any major international or national sport-

ing event, because great importance is attributed to the competition

by the athletes, the governments, and the spectators. For the spec-

tators it is highly significant to have the team win or the nation tri-

umph, to feel vicarious identification with the individual athletes

and their successes and failures. In the 1976 Games when Mac Wil-

kins, the American world-record-holding discus thrower and even-

tual Olympic champion, embraced the second-place East German
for a particularly good throw instead of his own third-place team-

mate, the American press and pubUc were aghast, condemning Wil-

kin's act as nearly treasonous.
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8 Sport and Politics

While the Olympics express such issues as amateurism versus

professionalism, they also manifest more pervasive and widespread

conditions in society. The amateurism versus professionalism issue

at its basic level concerns only the athletes. The pressures on them,

however, are so great and the interests involved so extensive that

the issue actually involves much more.

The significance of the phenomenon of sport is not inherent but

manifests itself in the uses to which it is put in society. Sport sym-

bolizes the international environment and is also a pragmatic tool

of that environment. Its manifold uses serve a variety of interests in

international relations, a usefuhiess that can only increase as the

effects of sport become more widely recognized and understood.
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The World Political Structure

WITHIN THE WORLD political Structure numerous forces compete for

the attention and resources of the world. The Olympic system is but

one of many actors. At the same time, the Olympic Games and the

Olympic system reflect the world pohtical structure by virtue of the

attention which the other actors direct toward the Games and

because of the Olympic system itself.

The Olympic Games are structured in terms of nation-states: the

athlete is a representative of a nation-state; the national Olympic

committees are organized by nation-state boundaries; international

sport federations are composed of national federations that are

organized by nation-state boundaries; the International Olympic

Committee (IOC) is the umbrella organization for the other sport

organizations within the context of the Olympic Games and other

Olympic-sanctioned events; and IOC members themselves are con-

sidered as ambassadors to nation-state areas. Within this context

the nation-state is the primary actor in the Games, albeit acting

through the sport organizations. TheoreticaUy the sport organiza-

tions of the Olympic system are private and semiautonomous, as

are other transnational actors on the world stage. Since the Olym-
pic sport organizations are structured similarly to nation-states, the

Olympic system itself manifests traits and actions characteristic of

international organizations. Peripheral to but also acting upon the

Olympic system are such influences as the media, business, and

international and regional organizations. By looking either at the

Olympic structure or at the influences upon the Olympic system,

three basic forces can be seen at work on the world scene: national-

ism, internationalism, and transnationalism.

[9]
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10 sport and Politics

The unique structure of the Games and the Olympic system

closely replicates the various actors on the international scene and

also the organizational trends. Through an evolutionary process,

also exhibited in the Olympic system, the nationalistic forces

appear to be evolving toward more centralized organizational

units. Simply put, the pattern is from a feudal (or, in certain cases,

tribal) structure, to a national (nation-state) structure, to an inter-

national or transnational structure. The nation-state is still the pri-

mary actor on the international stage, but the organization of

world civilization is evolving toward an altered and less signiHcant

role for the nation-state. This analysis does not imply the replace-

ment of the nation-state by a world government. Rather, it implies

a global organizational structure approaching a more balanced sys-

tem of interaction among the various participants.

Some writers on international affairs have concentrated on the

nation-state almost to the exclusion of other actors. They have sug-

gested theoretical frameworks to explain the international system

which ignore the other actors and their significant roles.' Other

writers have predicted prematurely the demise of the nation-state,

only to recant.' The fundamental misconception, on both sides of

the issue, involves undue reliance on a few actors for the sake of a

parsimonious theory. One cannot rely exclusively on one system of

relations in one area, such as the European theater, nor rely on one

set of actors, such as the nation-state, and fully explain a world sys-

tem of relations. As Singer has noted, too much time has been spent

on too few actors, with the intent of explanation without first an

adequate description of the situation.^ Basic to these inadequate

descriptions of the world political structure is an exaggerated sense

of the present. Without historical perspective, the present becomes

all important in historical time.

BIPOLARFTY AND A WORLD STRUCTURE

Out of the ruins of World War II, some scholars of international

relations have derived a false sense of perspective. Many writers

have believed that fundamental changes (for example, in state rela-

tions and weapons technology) were modifying the world political

structure. Viewed in the light of prior history, the fundamental

changes actually represented a process of evolutionary dynamics.
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WoHd Political Structure 11

One perceived change was from a so-called balance of power

framework among nation-states to a bipolar relationship/ The lat-

ter reputedly resulted from the postwar emergence of two nation-

states, the United States and the Soviet Union, as the most power-

ful in the world. Under the prewar balance of power framework,

power had been distributed among several states, each with alliance

structures between themselves and weaker states. In the bipolar

framework there were essentially two poles of power, each with its

camp of nation-state followers.

In each framework the concentration of power was viewed as

European-centered, particularly in the balance of power frame-

work and to a lesser degree in the bipolar framework, in which

power had expanded somewhat to the North American continent

and Asia. The rest of the nations were seen as pawns in the hands of

the Great Powers for alliance or exploitation purposes. In the bal-

ance of power framework the pawns were the colonial networks; in

the bipolar framework the pawns were the European states and the

new nation-states emerging from colonial status.

During this process numerous other nation-states with divergent

interests were created. This fact points up the fallaciousness in sug-

gesting that any areacentric or bipolar conceptual scheme might

comprehensively explain a world system of relations. Fundamen-
tally, the evolution of a concept and a process is involved in the

change from a colonial empu-e system of relations to a vast autono-

mous system' through the emergence of numerous nation-states

around the world. The sheer increase in the number of nation-states

indicates a broadening of the concept of a nation-state. At the same

time it represents an expansion in the alternative sources of power

among and through nation-states. The basic issue, essential to any

conceptual scheme, is whether the scheme is universally and equally

applicable to aU major forums of analysis. For example, a bipolar

scheme applied to the United Nations, where the constitutional

structure provides for numerous powers, does not correspond to

the same scheme applied to the question of German uniHcation,

which is essentially an East-West confrontation.* Bipolar confron-

tations may exist in both forums, but not necessarily in equal

measure.

A bipolar or areacentric conceptual scheme—having as its basis,

and many times as its sole actor, the nation-state—is not univer-

sally applicable and does not acknowledge numerous other neces-
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sary participants. This does not rule out the nation-state, if con-

strued to mean nationalism, as the driving force in world politics.

Nationalism is and has been the creative force from which other

actors and forces on the world scene have arisen. It represents an

evolutionary process wherein abstract conceptual forces, rather

than actors or organizational units, are the basis for a constantly

evolving world political structure. In this respect a bipolar or

nation-state construct is but a part of a much larger process.

NATIONAUSM, THE NATION-STATE, AND THE WORLD

In order to describe the role of the nation-state in world affairs, I

will consider nationalism as the conceptual basis on which the

nation-state exists, and the dynamics of nationahsm through time.

Nationalism is the concept of man's political loyalty being owed to

the nation, the nation defined as a '^complex of social interactions

(a network or networks), which now has, has had in the past, or

aspires to have in the future, a state associated with it."^ The nation

is essentially a ''cognitive mobilization*" around featiu'es experi-

enced in conmion by certain peoples. Such features might include

language, race, and religion—cultural or politico-economic charac-

teristics. These characteristics—a cultural nationahsm—describe

one phase in the nationalizing process, for that process is basically

the nationalization of the state with the end product being the

nation-state. For a nation to evolve there must first be the idea of a

state, or the actual entity of a state, around which a people can

identify and which they can accept. The state then becomes a part

of the people, actually, or conceptually, or both. The state is the

legitimating bond for the transfer of political loyalty from a local

allegiance to one of larger signiHcance. In the words of Hegel, a

group or a conglomeration of groups can only become a nation

once it has submitted to the state and once the community and the

state have "come to the end of the imperial phase of their

relations."'

As population increases and as technology progresses, the net-

works of interaction become more complex, placing further

demands on the state as governing apparatus. The increasing com-

plexity of the networks tightens the patterns of interaction between

the groups, enhancing shared characteristics. Meanwhile, in the
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middle of these networks, the state is attempting to cope with the

increasing complexity of governing the whole structure. A democ-

ratization process is required, providing a more sophisticated form

of governing structure which at least appears less imperial and

more cooperative. That process provides the cohesive bond through

which the networks of shared characteristics, cognitively mobil-

ized, are cemented into a nation. By way of historical example, the

unification of Germany in the middle of the nineteenth century was

the product of increased network complexity, which enhanced the

shared characteristics—such as language—then subsumed or

bonded together by the Prussian state. France did not really become

a nation until the state had been democratized by means of the

French Revolution.

If one were to look at the conglomeration of nation-states in the

world today, one would find evidence to support the idea that a

nation is the product of the nationaUzation of a state—nationalism

being the expression of that process. Few nations today are cul-

turally homogeneous. Language, religion, and other characteristics

are generally mixed, as with the Swiss and their numerous lan-

guages, or with the Soviet Union and its conglomeration of differ-

ent races, languages, and ethnic groups, or with the African nations

and then: numerous tribes and languages.*® Common to all is the

state, which serves as the political bond for the network of relation-

ships between the groups, enhancing those shared characteristics

which have been cognitively mobilized through the patterns of

interaction.

This is not to suggest that nation-states are fixed and complete.

The history of nationalism has gone through many phases and has

not been a consistent worldwide movement over time. Whereas it

Hrst began in Europe, it is by no means finished there; and its

effects in Europe have not been the same in all areas at all times.

The French Revolution brought about the final consolidation of

the French state, and did so before the consolidation of the German
and Italian states. The Pan-Slavic and Pan-German movements
have carried over into the middle of the twentieth century; in fact.

Cultural Slavism (the identification of culturally distinct Slavic

peoples) is still a moving force in Yugoslavia. Elsewhere in the

world, the decline of colonial networks following World War II has

engendered nationaUstic aspirations and the consohdation of

nation-states.
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Numerous sources of cultural nationalism still prevail in Europe

and elsewhere (e.g., the revolt of the Basques in Spain, the Bretons

in France, the French-Canadians in Canada, the Ibos in Nigeria,

and the Ukranians in the Soviet Union) and many are sources of

tremendous instability. But they point up some basic principles and

forces at work in the structure and relations of the nation-state.

NationaHsm as a force is still very much alive, if not stronger than

ever, but its structural and characteristic differences around the

world have produced different patterns of relations. In Europe,

where the concept has existed longest, the environment is most con-

ducive to relations beyond the nation-state, to an advanced integra-

tion system. Sources of latent nationalism, however, have stymied

that integrative process."

Alternatively, sources of nationalism, in the sense of sovereignty

in association with ideological orientations, have created opposing

power relationships in response to threats to the sovereignty of

these nation-states. As a result, following World War II, a bipolar

East-West estrangement occurred between the Soviet Union and

the United States and their respective camps, which continues

today. The physical size, industrial capability, and military strength

of the two nation-states are of such peerless magnitude that compe-
tition between the two has forced confrontation on numerous

fronts around the world. Many writers have, as noted, viewed the

postwar global structure in terms of this competition.

The sources of nationalism, as heterogeneous as they are, have

created alternative power centers in other forums. Chinese nation-

alism has led to an estrangement with the Soviet Union, despite

their supposed common political doctrine. The new emerging

forces'^—the Third World—have been relatively successful in align-

ing in international fonmis such as the United Nations*^ in order to

make their presence felt. At the same time their nationalistic fervor

has kept them apart as nation-states. Also, in response to the un-

equal power relations in the world (industrial capability, military

strength), they have developed a kind of separate regional cultural

nationalism regarding race and their common underdeveloped

economic status.

The heterogeneous effects of nationalism have also created a

force beyond nationaUsm—in a word, internationahsm. In its literal

sense, internationalism describes a system of relations between na-

tions. Examples include the former League of Nations, the United
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Nations, the European Economic Community, and the Organiza-

tion ofAfrican Unity. Like nationalism, internationalism implies a

political loyalty, but this time to something beyond the nation-

state, to a link between states. The systems of internationalism,

however, have not achieved the broader loyalty of the world com-
munity. In organizations such as the United Nations the primary

loyalty of a member nation-state is to itself, and the organization is

used as a forum for enhancing the interests of that member state.

Although the interests of member states are primary in most inte-

gration organizations, and although most states deal circumspectly

within the organizations, their participation in itself indicates that

some aspect of social control is not entirely fulfilled by the sover-

eign powers ofa single state. The Latin American Andean Pact is a

good case in point. This grouping of nation-states was created to

provide guarantees of economic development for the members;

their unification was to permit regional control and to coordinate

activities. No one state would infringe on another and, in dealings

with powers outside the region, they could present a united front in

the interests of each individual unit.'^

In a similar vein, the United Nations was conceived on the prem-

ise that international peace should not be entrusted to agreements

between a few states; it was created to provide a forum for the

peaceful settlement of disputes. Together the states were to combat
such sources of international conflict as poverty, inequality, human
degradation, and disease.'^

The most far-reaching of any integration plan, at that level of

internationalism, has been the European Economic Community
(EEC). Evolving from the European Coal and Steel Community,

the EEC now regulates various practices and spheres of activity

which previously had been reserved to the separate member nation-

states.** The original purpose was to create such a high degree of

interdependence between states as to eliminate the threat of another

European war.'' More recently, the function of the EEC has been

to maximize its bargaining position, economically and politically,

by presenting a united face to the rest of the world, opposmg a

bipolar situation or any other forces with a counterforce of consid-

erable strength.'*

After World War II, the Western European nations were so

devastated that, separately, they could not support or defend them-

selves. By accepting aid from the United States and by aligning
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together in a centralized organizational structure, they were able to

become strong once again. Circumstances had forced them

together, presenting the opportunity to act upon the realization

that nationalism had nearly destroyed their civilization. This reali-

zation demonstrated that within nationalism itself lay the seeds for

the foundation of an organizational construct going beyond the

nation-state.

Operating at another level, the forces of transnationalism are

represented by nongovernmental actors working beyond their

national boundaries. Prime examples include multinational busi-

ness Hrms, the Red Cross, and the Olympic movement. These

forces, like those of internationalism, have worked coterminously

with nationalism. As a result of the heterogeneous nature of nation-

alism they have been stronger in certain areas and at certain times.

Prior to World War II the higher level of development in Europe

and its more established state structure facilitated the creation of

numerous transnational actors such as the International Olympic
Committee, making the Olympics an essentially European pheno-

menon. Following World War II, however, with the rise of more
nation-states, and with the increasing degree of interaction among
the nation-states and peoples of the world, the Olympics took on
a more worldwide or transnational character. In the same vein,

prior to World War II, multinational business was only a budding

phenomenon, either associated with the colonial network of a

country or, if primarily an extractive concern, associated closely

with the home governments. After the war, increases in technologi-

cal development, the decline of colonial networks, and changing

conditions in home countries, such as costs of labor, forced many
firms to seek not just extractive outlets but also manufacturing out-

lets in other nation-states." By virtue of their size and the changed

international conditions, these concerns became more autonomous
from their home states, operating as substantial transnational

actors.

Heterogeneous nationalism has been the agent responsible for

the rise of international and transnational movements in the twen-

tieth century, and the expansion of nationalism worldwide has fos-

tered the parallel expansion of international and transnational

organizations. From 1815 to 1900 the number of international or

intergovernmental organizations went from 1 to 30; from 1900 to

1960 the total rose to 192. Most significant, from 1940 to 1960 the
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number of international organizations nearly doubled from 82 to

192. This corresponded to the tremendous increase in the nation-

state system following World War 11.*^ Similarly, the number of

transnational organizations rose following World War II from

1,012 in 1945 to 1,899 in 1968. From 1850 to 1900 the rise was from

1 to 50. From 1900 to 1905, it went from 50 to 150, but by 1915 it

had dropped down to 50. The number again rose steadily to

approximately 150 by 1925, but by 1940 had again dropped to 50.

After that the number rose rapidly.^'

An evolving concept of the nation, manifested especially in the

period following World War II, has caused a parallel evolution in

the idea of internationalism, producing simultaneous transnational

effects. On the one hand, nationalism, in conjunction with other

factors, has created conflict and competition between nation-states,

manifesting itself in various forums in terms of power relationships

(i.e., as bipolar or East-West conflict or as North-South confronta-

tion) involving the developed versus the underdeveloped countries.

On the other hand, that same nationalism, by virtue of its hetero-

geneous effea worldwide over time, has produced an atmosphere

that supports the concept and the implementation of international-

ism, albeit with a nationalistic orientation. This is evidenced by

such world organizations as the United Nations, or by regional set-

ups such as the Organization of African Unity and the Organiza-

tion of American States.

Through combinations of circumstance—such as the degree of

interaction or the level of development of nation-states, and the

divergent nature of nationalism around the world—transnational

effects have been produced which interact with the forces of nation-

alism and internationalism.

In summary, the nation-state has remained the primary actor in

delineating areas and peoples of the world. The divergent effects of

nationalism over time, however, have created conditions for coter-

minous actors to emerge, to interact, and to create an evolving

world network of relationships. A more equitable structure of

power has thus developed among the various actors on the world

stage, dependent of course on the forums and issues involved.

In this process the Olympic Games system is both actor and

stage. The Olympic sport organizations are transnational actors.

Their structure and characteristics, deHned in terms of nation-

states, manifest the three trends of nationalism, internationalism.
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and transnationalism. In this respect the Olympic Games system is

also a stage upon which world political forces are displayed in com-
petition. While the evolutionary forces contend in the Games sys-

tem, the Olympic sport organizations must also contend as actors

on the world scene, simultaneously presenting an arena of compe-

tition for the display of world poUtical forces.
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1944-1956

THE MODERN OLYMPICS Were founded in the late nineteenth century

and reflected ideas essentially characteristic of the rich and the

nobility of the Western world. This was understandable, since the

founders of the Olympics were all of the wealthy class. But the

world within which the Olympics were forced to operate was less

characteristic of the idealistic virtues of a French nobleman than of

a world where virtue was not universally practiced but was more
often determined by circumstance and fashioned to prevailing con-

ditions. That world was the twentieth century, an era of evolution-

ary and cataclysmic changes throughout the world on a vast scale.

In the first half of the twentieth century the world witnessed two

world wars and a worldwide depression. While the Olympics have

survived these catastrophes, the world in the second half of the

twentieth century has been one whose political structure has been

profoundly affected by the cataclysmic events of the first half. The
Olympic movement, composed of most amateur sport organiza-

tions in the world, has harked back to its nineteenth-century origins

for the answers to twentieth-century problems. This has created the

essential quandary of the Olympic Games as a nineteenth-century

phenomenon operating in the context of the twentieth century, as

an ideal struggling to become reality.

On May 8, Germany surrendered to the Allies. On August

6 of the same year, the flrst atomic bomb was dropped on the dty

of Hiroshima, Japan; within a month the Japanese laid down theu:

arms. World War II was over and, as in a game of musical chairs,

the actors on theworld stage scurried to create anew thdr respective

roles.

{21\
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The world had just witnessed the most devastating holocaust ever

perpetrated against mankind. Close to forty million people are

believed to have perished in the disaster.' The Soviet Union alone is

estimated to have lost at least twenty miUion of its inhabitants.*

Europe, for so long the center of world power, had been decimated.

The war had inexorably altered the prewar world relationships.

The debilitated economies and industrial capacities of the Euro-

pean colonial powers precluded reassertion of control over their

colonial possessions. Spurred on by the inflamed nationalism of the

colonial inhabitants, the majority of the colonies were not long in

gaining independence. What territorial gains the Third Reich had

made during its short existence were entirely wiped out; Germany

itself was no longer sovereign, but was divided into spheres of con-

trol by the Allied Powers, comprising the United States, Britain,

France, and the Soviet Union. The Japanese Empire, built up so

assiduously since 1895, was no more; Uke Germany, Japan was

occupied by the Allies, with primary control in the hands of the

United States.

Among all Allied Powers at the end of the war, the Soviet Union

and the United States stood preeminent. Though the USSR had

suffered tremendous human and material losses, it possessed a for-

midable army with which it quickly consolidated its position both

at home and in Eastern Europe. The United States, physically

unscathed by the war, emerged *'with a tremendously enlarged

industrial capacity, new prestige, and greater resources for

action."'

The European continent was split into two basic spheres of influ-

ence: Eastern Europe, dominated by the Soviet Union, and West-

ern Europe, dependent upon the United States both economically

and militarily. Most of Africa and Southeast Asia were still under

colonial rule, albeit tenuously. Japan was no longer a factor, and

China was in the throes of a civil war. South America was still a

remote continent subservient to the United States. In consequence

of the war, the Allies ultimately joined forces to form the United

Nations. Designed to expand the duties of the former League of

Nations, the United Nations was expected to cope more effectively

with disputes between states, to prevent further debacles on the

level of World War II, and to create a forum for maintaining world

peace.

In an atmosphere of world ruin and wreckage, the International
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Olympic Committee began the process of reviving the Olympic

Games. Just as it had affected other prewar international organiza-

tions, World War II had crimped the activities of the committee

and had forced it to suspend operations for the duration ofthe war.

The International Olympic Committee, however, had successfully

weathered the storm and was now ready to revive the spirit of

Olympism^ throughout the world.

xm OLYiffiAD (1944-1948) and the 1948 Olympic games

Following the conclusion of armed hostilities, the International

Olympic Committee (hereinafter referred to as the IOC) quickly

resumed its work. From August 21 to 24, 1945, the executive com-

mission' of the IOC met in London, ostensibly to decide the sites

for the 1948 Olympic Games. The cities of Baltimore, Los Angeles,

Minneapolis, Philadelphia, Lausanne, and London had submitted

bids for the Summer Games, and Lake Placid and Saint-Moritzhad

done so for the Winter Games. The United States cities were fa-

vored by the committee because of the great enthusiasm for the

Olympics in that country, but for practical reasons (distance and

expense involved in transport), they were ruled out. London, on the

other hand, had been picked before the war to hold the canceled

1944 Games. Since construction had already begun before the war

in preparation for the Games, it would only be a matter of complet-

ing the faciHties. In turn, because Lausanne (the home of the IOC)

was not picked as the site for the Summer Games, the committee

compensated the Swiss by choosing Saint-Moritz as the site for the

Winter Games.*

From the outset the choice of London was controversial. London
had been devastated by Oennan bombs and the economy of Britain

was near collapse. The country had gone from a prewar-creditor to

a postwar-debtor nation; there was insufficient production of capi-

tal to maintain the heavy overseas commitments of the empire and

there were insufficient reserves to meet worldwide sterhng

demands.' Food, housing, and transportation were in short supply;

in hght of the government's imposed austerity program, critics of

the Games questioned the wisdom of conducting such an extrava-

gant spectacle under such adverse conditions. An editorial from the

London Evening Standard read:

Copyrighted material



24 InternationalRelations ofthe Olympics

A people which has had its housing program and its food import cut, and
wMch is preparing for a winter battle of survival, may be forgiven for

thinking that a full year of expensive preparation for the reception of an
army of foreign athletes verges on the border of the excessive.'

Not only was the choice of London criticized because of strained

economic conditions but such a display of nationalistic rivalry so

soon after the war was seen as colossal insanity.' On the other side

of the issue, supporters of the Games and of London as the site of

the contests argued that the world was in urgent need of the amity

and understanding the Games would promote. As Benjamin

Welles, a New York Times correspondent, pointed out:

For the British people, weary from two World Wars in thirty years and sep-

arated by only twenty-one miles of channel from a Europe spUt and tense

with international strife, the sight of young men and women from the Bal-

kans, from Scandinavia, from Western Europe and from the Middle East,

from the Moslem world, from the British Empire and from the Western
Hemisphere . . .generally competing side by side, will have a tonic effect.'**

Welles's statement (made in July 1948), like those of others

akeady cited, shows how the London Olympic Games controversy

underscored postwar conditions that exceeded the scope of a sport-

ing event. Not only Britain but all of Europe and the Far East were

in strained economic circumstances. Beyond the economic situa-

tion, matters were complicated by the political condition of the

postwar world as a product of military occupation.

The military campaigns of the war had set the course of the

developing political strife in the postwar world. At the end of the

war the Soviet Army occupied most of Eastern Europe and con-

structed governments in those countries which were friendly to the

Soviet Union, despite objections by the Western Allies to the Soviet

methods. Germany had been divided into zones according to pre-

arranged plans of the Allies, but by July 1948 the Western Allies—

the United States, Britain, and France—had merged their zones in

Germany, pitting them against the Soviet East German zone (Berlin

was de facto divided similarly). A currency reform undertaken by

the Western Allies in Berlin without Soviet approval was, as the

Soviet Union saw it, the "final straw." The Soviets instituted a

blockade of Berlin, hoping to push the Western Allies completely

out of the Soviet zone of Germany. Stalin is supposed to have said,
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''The West will make Western Germany their own, and we shall

turn Eastern Germany into our own state."*' The Western Allies,

however, met the blockade with an aurlift for the Western sectors of

Berlin. This proved successful not only in countering the blockade

but in spawning the establishment of a West German state and

eventually the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

In the interim the European Recovery Program (the Marshall

Plan) had gone into effect (denounced by the Soviets as a sellout to

"American Monopolists"),'' primarily to stimulate the speedy

recovery of Europe, but also to avoid the possibility of communist

takeovers because of the near economic collapse of Western

Europe. The Soviets in turn instituted a plan of their own for

Eastern Europe. Because of its poor economic position, Britain was

unable to stabilize the situations in Greece and Turkey and re-

quested United States aid. This was granted under the terms of the

Truman Doctrine. Designed in 1947 to bail out the British in Greece

and Turkey, the doctrine was a general treatise on American policy

in assisting all peoples to prevent forcible capture of their govern-

ments by minority parties.*"* At issue in the eyes of the United

States, was not just the survival of Greece and Turkey, but of

America itself.'^ To American policymakers the threat of commu-
nism, especially of Soviet expansion, threatened to ''undermine the

foundations of international peace and hence the security of the

United States."** The Truman Doctrine became the quintessential

policy of containment,*^ setting a precedent for American foreign

policy which later administrations could not ignore and which inev-

itably determined much of later policy as well as of subsequent

international events.

On other fronts political lines were being drawn whose patterns

would show up in the Olympic Games. In the Far East, Korea was
split in half, the North controlled by the Soviet Union and the

South by the United States. By July of 1948 the Chinese civil war
was ahnost over, with a Communist Chinese victory in sight. The
process of decolonization in Southeast Asia and the Middle East

was proceeding apace. The French were embroiled in a battle for

control of Vietnam. Indonesia was in the process of getting its inde-

pendence from the Netherlands. India had gained independence

from Britain only to spUt along religious lines into two rival states

—Moslem Pakistan and Hindu India—with disputed territories in

between. The overriding issue in the Middle East was Palestine; its
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subsequent partition, producing the declaration of the State of

Israel, provoked a perennial state of war between Israel and the

surrounding Arab countries.

The IOC, between the time of the site selection and the Games
themselves, had to deal with manifold issues. One issue was the

participation of the Soviet Union in the Olympic movement. The

Russians had not participated in the Olympic Games since 1912,

displaying little interest from that time until World War II. Their

competition had been confined mainly to their own country and to

the internal development of sport. Following the revolution they set

up in 1921, in direct competition with the Olympic movement, a

''Red Sport International" that achieved little international

success.'*

In the West little was known of the sport movement in the Soviet

Union. Most estimates were mere speculation. The Soviet aUiance

with the Allies in World War II, however, and Russia's postwar

emergence as a world power spawned Western interest in possible

Soviet participation in international sport. At the same time, the

Soviet Union became interested in taking part in the world of inter-

national sport as it had already done in the political and military

fields.

Olympic officials considered with trepidation the possibility of

Soviet participation in the Olympic movement and in international

sport. They had only a vague knowledge of the sport movement in

the Soviet Union and they expressed concern over whether the

Soviet sport organizations would conform to Olympic rules. But

their basic fear was of possible Soviet expansion into and manipu-

lation of the Olympic movement for its own purposes. This re-

flected the same general fear the West maintained regarding the

Soviet Union. In the Olympics, of course, Russian manipulation

and direct flouting of Olympic regulations would quickly and effec-

tively undermine an essentially Western institution.

In reviewing past correspondence among Olympic officials, fear

of the Soviets is evident. Following the war and the resumption of

international sporting events, the Soviets immediately made over-

tures to participate in those sporting events and to join the inter-

national sport federations. By October 1946 the Russians had

already participated in numerous international sporting events.

Meanwhile, speculation increased in Western circles concerning the

conduct of sport in the Soviet Union. For instance, in a letter from
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Vice-President Avery Brundage of the IOC to President Sigfrid

Edstrom, Brundage noted an article in the SovietNews whick stated

that the USSR was developing specialist athletes. Brundage

assumed they were trained specifically for breaking records.

Alarmed at such a prospect he wrote:

So far as I know, theUSSR has not joined any of the International Federa-

tions. This situation is charged with dynamite and it is quite apparent that

our meeting with the Federations in Lausanne were [sic] not too soon. If

we are to prevent the machinery of international sport from breaking up
and the high standards of amateur sport from collapsing, we will have to

watch things very carefully and stop all deviations from our regulations.**

In anticipation of a Soviet bid to enter the Olympic movement,

Olympic officials did all they could to find out about sport in the

Soviet Union. Edstrom wrote to Brundage describing what he had

found:

A newspaper in Switzerland now states that sport like everything else in

Russia is organized by the State. There are no clubs Hke in our countries. It

is a committee appointed by the State that runs everything with govern-

ment money. The leader for the committee is consequently a paid man. His

name is Nicolai Romanoff, and he rules 600 stadiums, 14,000 other sport

grounds, 6,000 ski jump places and 45,000 volleyball play places.

All athletes that compete in foreign countries are specifically trained at the

expense of the State and they are taught to compete in a fighting spirit.

Amateurism is not at all understood. Athletes who beat a world's record

gets [sic] paid for it, etc.

Now, what shall we do? Our young athletes all over Europe are crazy to

have the Russian athletes participate. I have time upon time sent invita-

tions to Mr. Romanoff, but he does not answer. Perhaps he does not care,

but probably he does not know that one should answer a letter.'*

The Soviet Union, in its attempt to join various international

sport federations, had made certain demands as the condition for

its own entry. The most common were that Russian be an official

language of the federation, that Russian officials be placed on the

executive board, and that the federations revoke affihation with

"representatives of profascistic organizations of the Franco-

Spain."^' Brundage's assessment of Soviet intentions was expressed

to Edstrom by quoting a letter he had received from a friend.

Copyrighted material



28 InternationalRelations ofthe Olympics

My own guess is that the real object of the Russians is to humiliate the

West Every time they force a Federation to break its own rules in

order to let them compete, Russian prestige is increased and Western pres-

tige is decreased.

The trouble at the moment ... is that about half the countries don't want to

annoy Russia, and any country which is anxious to obtain a World Cham-
pionship or a World Congress is reluctant to annoy the Eastern bloc.

Finally, there are the individuals with personal ambitions who . . . dare not

oppose the Eastern bloc.''

Brundage thought the overtures to the Russians were unprece-

dented and that the Olympic committee had gotten along fine for

the thirty-five years since 1912 without the Russians and could con-

tinue to do so. He thought the Russians should confonft to the rules

of the Olympics and the federations, not vice versa.

The question of Soviet participation in the Olympics was in-

volved with the question of Eastern European participation.

Beyond that, and more basic still, the real issue was the presence in

the Olympics of Communists and Communist countries and the

fear of mixing politics with sport (a constant issue in Olympic his-

tory). In a telling letter from Edstrom to Brundage, this point is

clear:

There are three Olympic Committees at present asking for recognition,

Poland, Hungary and Yugoslavia The pohtical influence in said coun-

tries is now communistic as a communistic minority has the political power
in each country supported by Russia, but politics must not mix in with

sports, therefore we cannot turn them down because the political influence

in their country is communistic. We have even shown friendly tendencies

towards Russia which is the most communistic country of all.

I am against turning people down for political reasons. The greatest trou-

ble will be to find men that we can have present in the IOC. I do not feel

inclined to go so far as to admit conununists there."

For the 1948 Games, the issue of Soviet participation was easily

solved. The Soviets, failing to form a national Olympic committee

and not asking for recognition, simply did not participate. Instead,

they sent observers to the Games. Similarly, the issue of recogniz-

ing Germany and Japan did not pose a problem since no national

Olympic committees had been formed in those two countries.

The recognition of Palestine, however, did pose a problem.
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Before the war Palestine had participated as a separate committee

but still, since it was a mandate territory, flew the British flag. Invi-

tations from the 1948 organizing committees had been sent to the

Palestine National Olympic Committee. In the meantime the

United Nations had recommended the partition of Palestine, and

the State of Israel was quickly declared. The Palestine committee

then changed its name to the Olympic Committee of Israel and

announced its intention to compete under the Israeli flag. The Arab
countries threatened to withdraw, however, if the Zionist flag were

flown. **In Egypt's opinion, admission of the IsraeH team would

imply partial recognition of the Jewish state. ''^^ The IOC, faced

with a possible boycott, not to mention a potentially volatile situa-

tion, solved the inunediate problem by declaring Israel ineligible

because the Israel Olympic Committee had been given recognition

under the national designation of Palestine. Since the Palestine

committee no longer existed and since Israel had not applied for

recognition, it was declared ineligible.

The general issue of recognition was to play a strategic role in the

future. The IOC, by recognizing a country's committee or by rec-

ognizing a certain name, in effect was conferring political recogni-

tion although the IOC had no formal diplomatic status. An Olym-

pic participant was competing in the name of his country by virtue

of his afflliadon with the national committee, which in turn was
affiliated with the IOC. The Olympic Games, grand and world-

renowned, were providing a superb forum for the countries of the

world. Each country that participated thereby received de facto rec-

ognition, even though formal affiliation was not with the state

apparatus. The national name, and participation under that name,

became all-important.

Incidents at the Olympic Games have often manifested larger

political issues. The 1948 Games, for instance, were characteristic.

Tension between the Soviet Union, the United States, and their

respective satellites (marking the beginning of the cold war) became

demonstrative at the 1948 Games. In 1947 several members of the

United States Olympic Committee suggested that it would be a nice

gesture for the United States to offer to feed all the Olympic ath-

letes at the London Games. The Soviet magazine Ogonyak, inter-

preting the gesture as provocative, denounced the offer as a "Pork
Trick," made to bring profits to American capitalists on their

"canned pork" and to provide an excuse in case the United States
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team were defeated. The magazine predicted that the United States

track and field aiid swimming teams would lose and argued that by

offering food to European athletes the United States could later

claim, if it lost, that the food had enhanced the physical power of

European athletes."

At the Winter Games a controversy arose over recognition of the

ice hockey federation from the United States. Two groups were

vying for official recognition as the sole, legal United States repre-

sentative in Olympic competition. The magazine Soviet Sports

responded to the issue by accusing the United States and Avery

Brundage of trying to dictate to the Swiss organizing committee

and the IOC which organization they should recognize.^*

Other incidents included a protest by the Greek Olympic Com-
mittee of attempted interference by Communist Greek guerillas

with the Greek ceremonies preceding the London Games." In

another, an Italian reporter accused the British government of bar-

ring him because he was a Communist. The British reply was that,

after careful interrogation, they had determined he was a possible

saboteur.^' Finally, because of the failure of the Olympic organiz-

ing committee to accede to Russian and East European requests for

seats on the committee, Rumania pulled out of tiie Games. ^'

All these incidents, however trivial, were indicative and sympto-

matic of larger problems. The XIII Olympiad marked the begin-

ning of the postwar Olympics. In the future the Olympics, as a glo-

bal media event, would have greater worldwide impact as the ideal

forum for the expression of political issues. The formative period

for the postwar Olympics— 1944 to 1948—was also the formative

period for the postwar world. Their beginnings corresponded in

terms of the sets of relationships, actions, and attitudes that pre-

vailed. An increasing division into two armed camps was forming

with the beginning of the cold war, reflected in the apprehensive-

ness of the IOC concerning possible Soviet participation. The
process of decolonization, producing new patterns of relationships

and new enmities, was beginning. Here again this process was illus-

trated in the Olympics in the context of the Palestine issue.

Nationahsm predominated in all of these issues, not the chauvin-

istic nationalism ordinarily seen in the Games themselves, but a

nationalism concerned with sovereignty and political loyalty and

manifested through the medium of recognition. The question of

recognition thus reflected the political trends and relationships in
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the world—the begiimiiigs of the Soviet and American/Western

European estrangement and of the Middle Eastern conflict over

Palestine. Later Olympiads would demonstrate other trends in the

progress of nationalism.

XIV OLYMPIAD (1948-1952) AND THE 1952 OLYMPIC GAMES

The 1952 Summer and Winter Games were set, respectively, for

Helsmki, Finland and Oslo, Norway. The Summer Games that year

would mark the first Russian participation since 1912. More impor-

tantly, the XIV Olympiad would be a period of precedents that

would haunt the IOC for the next twenty-four years.

The period 1948 to 1952 was the height of the cold war. The Ber-

lin Blockade failed, a separate West German state was formed, the

city of Berlin was split, de facto, into two sectors—East and West

—

and the NATO alliance was consolidated. In the Far East the com-

munists achieved power on the Chinese mainland, forcing what was
left of the Nationalist forces to flee to the coastal island of Taiwan

(Formosa) and surrounding islands. There the Nationalists set up a

government in exile, claiming sovereignty over all of China, to

which the United States and the United Nations concurred. The
communist Chinese held de facto control, however, and were given

de jure recognition by the Soviet Union and its satellites. The
Korean situation continued to deteriorate to the point that, in June

1950, armed hostilities broke out between North Korea and South

Korea. The United States, seizing the opportunity presented them

by the Soviet boycott of the United Nations Security Council,

pushed through a resolution committing United Nations forces on

behalf of the South to repel the North. The forces, nominally under
the auspices of the United Nations, were composed mainly of

United States troops and were commanded by the American, Gen-

eral Bouglas MacArthur. The Korean conflict lasted until 19S3, pit-

ting primarily the United States against Chinese forces and Soviet

arms and advisers.

On other fronts the year 1949 brought the successful explosion of

a Soviet atomic bomb, sending reverberations of fear through the

West; now the United States no longer held a nuclear monopoly. At

the same time the Soviets were having problems of their own. The

recent defection of Yugoslavia from the Russian fold induced the
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Soviet Union to look more circumspectly on its satellites, potential

satellites, and border areas.

The IOC was faced with the task of finding solutions to the poli-

tical problems created by the cold war, primarily to the problem of

recognition of new national Olympic committees. The key issue

was raised over the recognition of a committee from Germany.

Before the war Germany had been a longtime member in good

standing. Because of the postwar split, however, two committees

had requested recognition from a nationalistic/cultural area that

traditionally had been considered one country. Under IOC regula-

tions, only one committee from any country could be recognized as

the Olympic representative of that country.

In 1950 at the general session of the IOC in Copenhagen, a com-

mittee from West Germany requested recognition. Because much
residual bitterness from World War II remained, the membership

thought it inadvisable to grant full recognition at that time for fear

of a boycott of the 1952 Games." The present composition of the

West German committee was the same as that of the former, pre-

war German committee; thus the new conunittee was not new in the

ordinary sense of the term.^* During the session an early discussion

regarding Japanese recognition reiterated that the primary purpose

of the Games was to bring the youth of the world together, and

that, as had been the case following World War I, animosities and

political machinations should be set aside in favor of this higher

principle. Considering all these factors, the IOC granted pro-

visional recognition on the condition the West German committee

meet with the executive commission before the next general session

to determine if full recognition were in order. In the interim the

members of the IOC, in particular Avery Brundage, received con-

siderable pressure from political soiu-ces in Europe (i.e., the Allied

High Conunand and the US Embassy in Switzerland) to grant fuU

recognition to the West German conunittee so that the newly

created Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany) could parti-

cipate in 1952."

At Lausanne (the headquarters of the IOC) in October 1950, the

executive commission met and received the delegates from the West

German committee. There the West German delegates pubHcly

apologized for World War II and the German atrocities. The execu-

tive commission was satisfied the Germans were sufficiently repen-

tant, so they decided to propose the reconunendation of full recog-
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nition, to be acted upon at a full session of the IOC in 1951. The

executive commission further recommended German participation

at Helsinki, but not at Oslo, because of the bitterness that still

existed there against the Germans."

The political situation in Germany, however, would complicate

matters, for while a West German committee was being formed,

one was also being formed in East Germany. The IOC learned of

this alternate committee when separate East German sport federa-

tions sought affiUation with various international federations. In

an attempt to cope with the situation m a judicious fashion, and in

order not to produce conflicting arrangements, the IOC urged the

international sport federations to withhold recognition of the East

German federations until the IOC could confer and reach a deci-

sion on the matter at its full session in Vienna in May 1951.'*

The IOC was faced with a dilemma. According to their rules only

one committee could be recognized from a single country. In Ger-

many two states had been set up in what had once been one state.

Each state had achieved recognition from only a handful of nation-

states, and neither could abide the existence of the other. Further-

more, United Nations membership had not been conferred on

either. Therefore the IOC, in an effort to get Germany back into

the Games and as a favor to old friends from Germany, by means

of an executive conunission recommendation for full recognition

gave provisional recognition to the West German committee. The
recognition, however, was not meant simply for the West Germans

but for all of Germany. The IOC could have granted full recogni-

tion to the East, but that would have acknowledged the existence of

two separate states, which the Germans themselves would not

accept; further, the IOC would have had to overlook its own rules

and to alter the realm of politics.

At the Vienna session the IOC gave fuU recognition to the West
German committee and then took up the question of recognizing

the East German oonunittee, whose request had included a proviso

for creating only one conunittee from the German territory. Com-
mittee opinion varied along political lines. The Soviet delegate at

the same session (the Russians had been recognized and had placed

a member on the IOC) stressed that because two states existed,

there should be two committees. The Western delegates on the

whole disagreed, noting that recognition of two committees from

Germany would be contrary to their statutes. Instead, they argued
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for negotiations whereby the two groups could find a common solu-

tion and form a single team for Helsinki. Finally, the IOC president

proposed letting the executive commission handle the whole prob-

lem, even to the point of annulling, if necessary, the grant of full

recognition to the West Germans. This proposal was accepted.^'

A meeting was arranged in Hanover, but no agreement could be

reached. The East Germans, although they had a much smaller

population, demanded equal representation; their demand was

summarily refused. A second meeting was arranged for Lausanne,

by which time the East German position had mellowed. They noted

that the West Germans had the requisite number of affUiations

with international federations (at least five) whereas the East did

not, but that there were a million athletes in East Germany. Fur-

thermore, there were three governments in Germany—West, East,

and the Saar—and since the IOC had recognized the West and the

Saar, and since reconciliation between the sides was at the moment
impossible and premature, the East Germans thought they should

receive at least provisional recognition.

The point was well taken. In 1950 the IOC had recognized the

Saar region, although it had traditionally been part of Germany.

The IOC had done this only to please the French, and now the deci-

sion was coming back to haunt them.'* The IOC position was on
infirm ground, but the only response the East German representa-

tive received (from Avery Brundage, who was conducting the nego-

tiations) was that the IOC had not recognized a separate West Ger-

man committee but rather a committee for all of Germany. Under

IOC rules another German conunittee could not be recognized. An
agreement was drawn up wherein the two sides would attempt to

form one team, while the formation of one conunittee would

remain for the present an internal matter.'^ The East German rep-

resentatives were reluctant to affix their signatures to the docu-

ment; as soon as they returned home they were demoted by their

government and the Lausanne Agreement was subsequently

denounced by the East Germans. Further negotiations would be

necessary.

The Soviet entrance into the Olympic fold was less troubled but

was nevertheless viewed with apprehension. The IOC was con-

cerned that Soviet athletes might not be amateurs in the Western

sense and that the satellite countries might follow the same pattern.

A letter from Edstrom to Brundage evidenced this apprehension.
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From the Western point of view we must question ourselves if the Russian

athletes can be considered as amateurs. We must face the fact that many of

them are professionals. We have thus a different idea of Sport in Eastern

Europe and in the West. The question is how shall we proceed in the

future."

The Olympic officials (those from the West) would have much
preferred Soviet abstinence from the committee, indeed from the

Games altogether, thereby eliminating certain problems. At the

same time they thought that if they could reach an agreement with

the Russians to adhere to Olympic rules, the satellite states would

follow suit to the advantage of the Olympic movement itself. The

Soviet Union submitted its bid for recognition, and the question

was taken up at the Vienna general session of 1951. Much debate

centered on whether the Soviets in fact lived up to the Olympic stat-

utes, but most ofthe members agreed it was necessary to include so

important a country in the Olympic movement. The result was a

vote of thirty-one in favor with three abstentions. At the same time,

a Soviet member was appointed to the IOC to be the IOC ambassa-

dor in the Soviet Union.

The East German denunciation of the Lausanne accords was met

in Olympic circles with great consternation. The hoped-for single

German team had been seen as a great triumph for the Olympics.

Now all that effort had been wasted. President Edstrom called for a

February session of negotiations in Copenhagen in a last effort

toward conciliation. The West Germans and the IOC members
(Brundage and Edstrom) and Chancellor Mayer (a paid employee

of the IOC) arrived at the hotel in Copenhagen early in the morning

ready to negotiate. The East Germans, however, because of the cir-

cuitous route they had to take from Berlin through Prague, were

exhausted from the long trip. While the IOC mediators and the

West Germans waited, the East Germans rested. Several times,

Edstrom telephoned the East German delegation in its room,

demanding its attendance. After waiting seven hours, the IOC
members and the West German contingent gave up and left."

Edstrom, as a result of this breakdown in coBununicatioBS,

resolved that henceforth only one German team would be allowed

at Helsinki. Since an athlete could participate in Olympic competi-

tion only if he were a member of a national federation affiliated

with an international federation and a national Olympic committee

—both in turn having to be recognized by the IOC—East German
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athletes would be able to participate only through the recognized

organizations. One German team was thus essential and would be

selected by a special tryout, regardless of whether the athletes came
from East or West Germany.

The East Germans, however, adamantly pursued separate recog-

nition. The IOC, confused and a little irritated, decided simply to

put off the matter until after the Games. All West German over-

tures to East Germany for joint tryouts were refused and, as a

result, no East German athlete participated in the Helsinki Games.

While the situation of the two Germanies preoccupied the IOC
during the XIV Olympiad, a similar problem arose m early 1952

regarding China, reflecting political conditions in the Far East.

Ever since the communist victory in China in 1949 and the national-

ist exile to Taiwan, both factions had claimed to be the sole legal

governing body of China. The outbreak of the Korean conflict

served to intensify this controversy.

Before World War II the IOC had recognized a Chinese Olympic
committee. After the communist takeover this committee, with the

nationalist government, moved its headquarters to Taiwan, still

claiming jurisdiction over all Olympic sport in China. This conunit-

tee, despite its change in address, was still recognized by the IOC.
Meanwhile the conununist regime on the mainland created an All

China Athletic Federation, claiming jurisdiction over all Chinese

Olympic activities. Complicating matters, both groups became
affiliated with certain national sport federations that were affili-

ated with the corresponding international federations, which in

turn were recognized by the IOC.

In early 1952 the All China Athletic Federation began making
overtures to the IOC and the Helsinki organizing committee for

recognition and for an invitation to participate at the Helsinki

Games. An attache from the mainland Chinese embassy (People's

Republic of China—PRC) in Oslo, Norway, was sent to the Febru-

ary session of the IOC to present the PRC case. Knowing nothing

about IOC procedures or principles, he spoke *

'politics rather than

sport" and drew the ire of all the delegates. As a result, nothing

came of his visit.*"

That was not to be the end of the matter. Throughout the year,

until the Summer Games, the PRC kept up the pressure. In the

meantime the IOC heard nothing from the nationalist Chinese or

the IOC members for China. One Chinese IOC member lived in
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exile in New York City, another in Hong Kong, and a third was

reputedly in Shanghai. Finland, the site of the Summer Games, rec-

ognized the regime of the PRC but not the nationalist regime.

Finally, after repeated requests from the All China Athletic Federa-

tion, the Helsinki organizing committee sent an invitation. Both

Chinese committees sent word they intended to send athletes to the

Games which, since China had traditionally sent few if any athletes,

Edstrom and Brundage viewed as pure politics.*'

Only one committee was formally recognized, as per IOC rules,

and there was considerable difference of opinion among IOC mem-
bers as to which committee this should be. Neither committee was

willing to negotiate and form a single team, as had been tried with

Germany. Hie issue was so complicated the president proposed

that neither committee be allowed to take part in the Games, there-

by alleviating the immediate problem and allowing the IOC to

tackle the situation at a later date. This proposal, however, did not

satisfy the other IOC delegates. An ahernate proposal was passed,

permitting both committees to participate in the Helsinki Games in

those events in which they had been recognized by the international

federations. This latter proposal was presented partly in response

to the news the PRC athletes were already on their way to Helsinki.

The Nationalist Chinese, upon hearing of the resolution, imme-

diately withdrew from the Games in opposition. Their presence at

the Games, since they only had one competitor, was not sorely

missed. The PRC, although reportedly enroute at the time of the

decision (July 17, 1952), did not arrive until July 29, too late to

compete in their events. So no Chinese participated in the 1952

Games, although they did put on demonstrations.

The IOC decision was immediately controversial. Several observ-

ers interpreted the IOC decision as a means of placating the PRC
for its failure to obtain United Nations recognition.'*^ In Western

circles, particularly in the United States, the decision was de-

nounced. Avery Brundage, the IOC vice-president and member
from the United States, was castigated for the action. A rather

biased observer, the Disabled American Veterans, wrote to

Brundage saying:

This organization condemns your action in approving the participation

of the Communistic Chinese in the Olympic Games now taking place in

Finland. This action is strictly not in accordance with the American way;
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particularly so while our American boys are in Korea fighting these same

fellow Chinese.*'

The IOC decision was an expedient designed to solve the immedi-

ate situation as amicably as possible until a permanent solution

could be found. The IOC was faced with a political situation which

it had not created but, by failing to recognize the political situation

in time, had nevertheless helped to foster. The IOC had simply not

been in step with the times, refusing to acknowledge that the world

had changed since 1896 and that sport was no longer divorced from

politics. The military conflict in the Far East was bound to have

worldwide repercussions because it had been going on for two years

and had involved the major powers and many other nations. For

the IOC it was not just a matter of taking sides on the issue; it was a

failure to recognize a potentially explosive situation.

The 1952 Games were noteworthy in that the Soviets participated

for the first time. They only sent observers to the Winter Games in

Oslo, but competed in Helsinki. The Soviet contingent remained

apart from the Olympic Village where, during the Games, all team

contingents normally resided. Instead they set up their own
encampment, shut off from the others and unavailable for visita-

tion by anyone, ushering the cold war into the Olympics. In previ-

ous Olympics public accusations had been made between the two

sides, but now there was open competition on the playing field for

the whole world to witness. Nationalism had always been endemic

to the Games—their structure reflected and even induced its per-

vasive influence—but now the nationalistic fervor had reached a

high pitch. To the chagrin of the IOC, point totals were kept in the

press by both sides and ingenious scoring systems were devised to

manipulate the totals. Even the athletes could not escape the

nationalism. Bob Mathias, the Olympic decathlon champion,

described the mood of the United States team at Helsinki:

There were many more pressures on American athletes because of the Rus-

sians than in 1948. They were in a sense the real enemy. You just loved to

beat *em. You just had to beat *em. It wasn't like beating some friendly

country like Australia. This feeling was strong down through the entire

team, even [among] members in sports where the Russians didn't excel.**

The nationaUsm that was now becoming prevalent on the playing

field was also becoming more evident within the IOC itself. As
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early as 1947 Avery Brundage noticed in the meetings an increasing

split on issues along bloc lines/^ Member nations which lost a rep-

resentative through death or attrition automatically expected an-

other member to be appointed from that country, prompting a
rebuke from Brundage that members were ambassadors to a coun-

try or area, not vice versa, and that a member from a country did

not have to be replaced. Member states requested more representa-

tives, and the Russians and Latin Americans requested that their

languages be made official languages of the IOC, although French

and English were and always had been so designated. The IOC
member from Switzerland retorted that he understood the request

of the Latin American countries but that, since the Russian lan-

guage was spoken only in one country, however extensively there,

he did not think it was necessary. "We are here to practice sports,"

he asserted, **and not nationalism."**

Finally, the XIV Olympiad and the 1952 Games were noteworthy

because a new president was appointed—Avery Brundage, an

American, who would preside for the next twenty years. Before his

appointment, the Olympic presidency had been strictly a European

province. The change was symbolic in the sense that it reflected the

changed power structure in the world, just as did the inclusion of

the Soviet Union on the committee and in the Games.

The 1952 Games were dominated by the rivalry of the United

States and the Soviet Union. Henceforward these two states and

their rivalry would remain a factor in the Olympic Games system,

but through the process of decolonization, numerous other mem-
bers would join the Olympics and would increasingly make their

presence felt.

XVI OLYMPIAD (1932-1956) AND THE 1956 OLYMPIC GAMES

On the eve of the Melbourne Summer Games of 1956 the Soviet

Union moved militarily into Hungary to put down a n^bellion.

Soon thereafter the British, French, and Israelis crossed into Egypt

in order to seize the Suez Canal. Both actions precipitated world-

wide outcries and flooded the Melbourne Games with political agi-

tation and tension. In an attempt to curb the political excesses,

Avery Brundage, presiding over his first Olympic Games, made the

following statement:
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Every civilized person recoils in horror at the savage slaughter in Hungary

but that is no reason for destroying the nucleus of international coopera-

tion The Olympic Games are contests between individuals and not

between nations.

In an imperfect world, if participation in sports is to be stopped every time

the politicians violate the laws of humanity, there will never be any inter-

national contests. Is it not better to try to expand the sportsmanship of the

athletic field into other areas

On the face of it Bnindage's statement was a plea for a measure

of sanity in the world, but it was also an assessment of the role of

the Olympics in the changing political conditions of the time. The

Hungarian and Suez incidents were primarily reactions to altered

circumstances. The presence of the Olympics in their midst demon-

strated—actually and symbolically, because of the particular struc-

ture of the Olympic system—the emergence of internationalism and

transnationalism on the political scene.

It could be said the Hungarian incident was a product of the

Korean conflict—not so much of the action itself, but of the effect

it had on perceptions and policies. For the West, in particular for

the United States, Korea represented a coordinated Conununist

offensive dominated by the Soviet Union that had to be more effec-

tively challenged. For the Soviet Union the duration of the conflict,

with its small success, induced a reassessment of policy. The death

of Stalin in 1953 would hasten this process.

The United States, through a series of military alliances that

formed a cordon around the Soviet Union, sought to consolidate its

position worldwide. NATO was strengthened, although a Euro-

pean Defense Conmiunity (EDC) was defeated because of French

intransigence. German rearmament and participation in NATO
was assured. The German Federal Republic became sovereign, and

the Allied occupation was terminated. In addition to the various

security treaties the United States had entered (e.g., SEATO,
ANZUS), dual policies were implemented: the poHcy of "libera-

tion,'* to ''develop a resistant spirit within the captive peoples ... as

the only effective check on aggressive despotism short of general

war*';*' and the policy of "massive retaliation," to contain Soviet

probes, as in Korea, to reduce reliance on military manpower, and

to increase emphasis on nuclear air power. ^' In effect the United

States, through its various maneuvers, announced to the world that
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the policy of containment of Communism was going to be more
actively pursued.

The Soviets, especially after the death of Stalin, began taking a
different approach in the pursuit of their objectives. Like the

United States, they increased their nuclear arsenal with the addi-

tion of thermo-nuclear weapons. For the first time, however, the

Soviet Union began to give both moral and economic support to

nationalist leaders and movements around the world. Previously

the Soviet position had been to denounce the nationaUst leaders in

the emerging states as boiurgeois lackeys of imperialism. At the

same time the Soviets began loosening controls on their own satel-

lites and in their own country, while making diplomatic overtures

of friendship to such countries as Yugoslavia and Greece and con-

cluding a peace treaty with Austria. The Soviet Union was present-

ing a more amenable visage to the world while, on the other hand,

the United States position was becoming more intractible.

In Europe from 1952 to 1956 the trends of detente and contain-

ment were both active. The threat of Soviet aggrandizement was
still felt in Western Europe but changed conditions facilitated an

altered assessment. Economic conditions were improving; the

Korean conflict had ended; there was a thermonuclear stalemate, a
balance of terror, and the Soviet Union seemed less averse to nego-

tiation. All these factors pointed toward less reliance on security

arrangements. At the same tune, fears of Soviet expansion were

still prevalent, arguing for more security. Both trends and their

implementation depended upon the issues of the EDC and the

future military and political status of Germany. The French were

concerned about the question of German rearmament and the crea-

tion ofan EDC, which had the potential for a supranational politi-

cal control threatening French sovereignty. The French felt NATO
would be sufficient to ensure European security, with certain con-

trols over the German role, although it was agreed West Germany
would be an equal partner. The result was the defeat of the BBC
with an alternative proposal for the reactivation of the Western

European Union (the predecessor of NATO) with the power to set

maximum force levels for all members.'" West Germany was

restored to full autonomy and, in an agreement between France

and West Germany, the Saar region was to be internationalized for

production purposes, dependent upon the approval of the Saar-

landers.
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In the meantime the Soviets had been clamoring to no avail for

an all-European security arrangement and for free elections in Ger-

many. They threatened to retaliate by creating an organization of

their own in Eastern Europe comparable to NATO. In May 1954 in

Poland the Warsaw Treaty was signed by the eight states of Eastern

Europe, as a direct consequence of the German rearmament. The

German situation was solidified with two definite states. The ques-

tion of unification, for all intents and purposes, was void. In 1955

West Germany and the Soviet Union exchanged ambassadors, and

East Germany in September of the same year became the German
Democratic Republic (GDR). All formal controls were ended. The

GDR became a full fledged member of the Warsaw Pact, and

future questions concerning relations vis-a-vis the two Germanics

would be considered between them.

As in prior years in the Olympics, East-West relations in the

years 1952 to 1956 were manifested primarily in the German and

Chinese issues. The German question was particularly interesting

for it closely paralleled local political developments. Soon after the

Helsinki Games the East Germans requested that the IOC, at its

session in Mexico City in 1953, again consider East German recog-

nition. Their request was at first refused by the chancellor of the

IOC for the stated reason that there was not enough time to put the

issue on the agenda. The chancellor had been at the aborted Copen-

hagen meeting where the East Germans failed to show. He, like

other IOC members present at Copenhagen, was quite irritated

with the East Germans and wanted nothing more to do with them.''

On the other hand, the East Germans thought the IOC was play-

ing politics with the issue and persisted in their demand. While poli-

tics might have influenced the IOC behavior, the real reason

appears simply to have been that the IOC—in particular Brundage

—was insulted, both by the East German repudiation of the Lau-

sanne accord and by their failure to appear at the meeting in Copen-

hagen. Nevertheless, the matter was taken up at the Mexico City

session in 1953 only to have any decision put off until 1954. At

Mexico City the IOC asked its Russian members to look into the

situation and to apply pressure to eUminate the continual attacks

levied in the East German press against the IOC and Avery

Brundage.

At the Athens session in 1954 the question of East German recog-

nition was again considered. The press attacks had not ceased, and,

despite a favorable Russian report regarding the Olympic conmiit-
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tee of East Germany, the committee was not recognized. At the

Paris session in 1955, Brundage, in reviewing the situation, pointed

out that he had told the East Germans that in the future the IOC
would not deal with the "Lausanne repudiators." A new commit-

tee would have to be organized and, in order to receive recognition,

it would have to submit to the Lausanne accords." By the time of

the Paris session in July 1955 the East Germans had fulfilled all of

these provisions. The representatives from the Eastern bloc strove

for full recognition of the East German committee, but they con-

ceded to Brundage's proposal that if the East Germans agreed to

one German team for the 1956 Games, provisional recognition

would be panted if the agreement were carried through. The a^ee-

ment was put into effect and a united German team participated in

the 1956 Games. Brundage would always view this agreement as a

great victory for sport, stating, "We have obtained in the field of

sport what politicians have failed to achieve so far.**"

Despite Brundage*s jubilation, the IOC's accomplishment was

hardly at variance with political events. By 1955 two German states

were assured and, though unification might have been desired by

both sides, it was no longer considered feasible. Though the IOC
achieved unification for the Olympics, in reality this accorded with

the mutual toleration practiced by the two German states. In fact,

when in September 1955 the East German state achieved de jure

control as the GDR from the Soviet Union, the West Germans did

not actually object. They merely threatened to revoke diplomatic

relations with any state that formally recognized the GDR,
although this provision was not applied to the Soviet Union. In

essence there existed two German states with corresponding

national Olympic conunittees.

During the debate regarding East German recognition, the Bul-

garian delegate said that he could not understand how the German
situation differed from the Chinese, where two committees had

been recognized at the Athens session of 1954. He stated:

I cannot see why we should apply two different scales of judgement de-

pending upon whether we are concerned with one country or another. We
have in our midst the representatives of People's Democratic China based

on Pekin [sic], and those of Nationalist China based on Formosa, although

the division of China is of a political nature.^^

At Helsinki it had been decided to let both Chinese committees

participate to expedite a confused situation. It was thought the situ-
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ation could be sorted out after the Games. Brundage thought it

would be unjust to the Formosan (Nationalist) committee to recog-

nize the Mainland (PRC) committee/' basing his belief on the

notion there was only one China, as in the case of Germany. The

political situation was in essential agreement as far as one China

was concerned; each of the two countries recognized itself as the

sole, legitimate China.

The IOC was put in the middle. Among its membership were

those who considered Mainland China legitimate and those who
chose Formosan China. The international sport federations were

split the same way. Because both Chinese conmoittees had the requi-

site number of federations for IOC recognition, it was a question of

barring either 600 million people or 10 million. Complications

delayed PRC recognition. One problem was that the delegates sent

to plead the PRC case were, in IOC eyes, political agents and not

sportsmen. Each time the PRC delegates appeared before the IOC
they expounded political issues rather than sport, frustrating and
incensing the IOC membership.**' Brundage would later state that

his main reason for opposing PRC recognition was that he **had

not yet met a sportsman from Red China with whom I could dis-

cuss athletic matters, but only diplomatic representatives.*'^^

Another complication was that the IOC totally lacked knowledge

of the athletic situation in China. Of China's three IOC representa-

tives, two were in exile. The third, each time he appeared before the

IOC, was accompanied by an interpreter who refused to let the del-

egate speak in English, which the IOC knew he could do from past

experience with him, and the interpreter refused to leave the room
when the IOC requested to speak to the delegate alone. At Helsinki

in 1952 the president of the IOC, Sigfrid Edstrom, became so

incensed that he banged his cane on the table and demanded they

both leave the premises at once!'*

Finally, at the 1953 Mexico City session, the IOC in frustration

asked its Soviet members to check on the athletic situation in the

PRC and to report back at the Athens session in 1954. This was

done and a favorable report was rendered, stating that the PRC
Olympic Committee conformed to all IOC rules. There were no
Nationalist Chinese IOC members at the session to rebut the

report, although before the session, Brundage had privately urged

that the exiled members attend. Only the president of the Formosan
Olympic Conunittee was present, and his report was regarded as
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politically biased because he was not an IOC member. In his rebut-

tal to the Soviet report he charged that the PRC Olympic Commit-
tee was under army control, and that a soccer goalie had been per-

suaded by a fee of $3,000 to leave Hong Kong for Canton to play

"behind the Bamboo Curtain.*' At this point, Andrianov, the

Soviet IOC member, leaped to his feet calling the Formosan com-

mittee president '*a political leftover," to which the man shouted

back, "This is not a political congress!**"

In a close vote, 23 to 21, the IOC chose to recognize both com-

mittees. In this way they followed the political developments of the

day. Then: ruling, for all intents and purposes, recognized two sep-

arate states: Peking-China and Formosa-China. To that extent they

did not sacrifice their rules, for the rules stated that there could be

only one committee per country. By recognizing two committees

they recognized two countries. Entry into the realm of politics was

contrary to Olympic principles and to the Olympic charter, so if

one took a neutral stand, as the IOC did, the ruling was in con-

formity to its regulations and principles.

The recognition was immediately denounced by the Formosan

Olympic Committee. The president of the committee complained

to Brundage that it was an unfau: decision because no Nationalist

Chinese IOC member had been present to rebut the Soviet report;

he added that the PRC committee was dominated by the govern-

ment. In reply Brundage said:

. . . don't forget that, according to the Olympic charter the Olympic Games
assemble amateurs of all nations, no discrimination being flowed on
ground of color, religion or politics. When the Red Chinese made applica-

tion and agreed to respect the Olympic rules, it was difficult to exclude

them. Don't forget, also, that if Dr. Wang and Dr. Kung [IOC members
from China in exile] had been in attendance as I urged, the score would
have been different.'"

The recognition of China was an expedient. Despite the obvious

similarity to the German issue, and hence the contradiction, the

IOC was in no position to deny a nation of 600 million people, nor

could it run counter to its oath of noninvolvement in politics. The
best solution was to recognize both, as the world did in a fashion,

and hope that the situation would settle. The situation would not,

however, and did not—to the continual frustration of the IOC.

The apparent Soviet relaxation was clarified at the Twentieth
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Party Congress when Khrushchev publicly denounced Stalin and

announced the policy of "peaceful coexistence." The door seemed

open for increased contacts between East and West and for a more

independent posture for Eastern Europe. United States policy,

however, remained adamantly anti-Communist and, in combina-

tion with the Soviet relaxation of control, was bound to precipitate

displays of independence in the Soviet satellites that would necessi-

tate some sort of Soviet action.

During Stalin's reign intensive heavy industrialization had been

the policy in the Soviet bloc, producing great strains in countries

such as Hungary and Poland where the previous economies had

been predominantly agricultural. Malenkov, Stalin's immediate

successor, concentrated on light industry and consumer goods. In

Hungary this change brought in Nagy as the head of the govern-

ment, producing anti-Stalinist reforms. Malenkov fell from power

in 1955 and, in Hungary, Nagy was summarily replaced by the

Stalinist, Rakosi; but the reforms had unleashed latent nationalistic

sentiments. The Soviet rapprochement with Tito in Yugoslavia and

the sweeping anti-Stalin campaign in the Soviet bloc forced Rakosi

to resign, to be replaced by the less Stalinist-tainted Emo Gero. The
call for reforms in Hungary and the demands for the replacement

of Gero by Nagy continued. Combined with Western pressure and
other reform movements in Eastern Europe, notably in Poland, a

rebellion broke out in Hungary in October 1956, placing Nagy back

in power. For the Soviet Union the situation had gotten completely

out of hand. If Hungary were to remain in the Soviet orbit, which

was in doubt, the Soviet Union would have to step in and put down
the rebellion. This they did.

As already noted, during this time (1952 to 1956) the Soviet

Union had begun to support nationalist movements throughout the

world. The Hungarian incident and the subsequent Soviet interven-

tion delivered a blow to this policy, but the blow was softened by
the Suez crisis, which came right on the heels of the Hungarian

affair.

During this time decolonization had been progressing in earnest.

As new countries and new leaders were emerging, an alternate,

nonaligned force or bloc was forming, which was changing rela-

tions between the Western and non-Western worlds and was open-

ing up possibilities for other sets of relationships and spheres of

influence.
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The thrust and significance of this new force is illustrated by two

events—the Iranian oil nationalization and the Bandung Confer-

ence—both leading ultimately to the Suez crisis. The Iraaian

nationalizatioB of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, although it

eventually failed, taught the emerging countries that nationaliza-

tion was an effective weapon with which to achieve economic inde-

pendence and express their growing nationalism. The Bandung

conference of April 1955, sponsored by the Colombo Powers

(Burma, Ceylon, India, Indonesia, and Pakistan) assembled repre-

sentatives from twenty-four countries of Asia and Africa. No star-

tUng agreements were achieved at the conference, but declarations

of future cooperation for the achievement of economic objectives,

the end of colonialism, and other goals were enunciated. The sig-

nificant result was the establishment of a sense of conmion cause as

a force to be reckoned with in the world.

The nationalism exhibited by these two events manifested itself

throughout the non-Western world. French North Africa was in

turmoil, leading to Moroccan and Tunisian independence. In

Kenya, the Gold Coast, Nigeria, and French Africa, nationalism

was on the rise. Events in the Middle East, particularly in Egypt,

most vividly illustrated the emerging nationalism and its accom-

panying forces.

As a result of the 1952 revolt in Egypt, Gamal Abdel Nasser was

able to achieve power, institute needed reforms, and become the

beacon for emerging nations. In 1955 he concluded an arms deal

for Egyptian cotton with the Soviet Union and simultaneously

negotiated with a Western consortium for the financing of the

Aswan Dam, effectively dramatizing the non-Western world's

desire for nonalignment. The Soviet deal underscored the new

policy of Soviet overtures of aid to new nations. The Soviets also

made an offer to Nasser on the Aswan Dam. The United States

reacted in typical fashion to the arms deal. They did not like it, but

above all they did not like Nasser's policy of "riding the fence."

For various reasons, though the arms deal was the primary reason.

Secretary of State Dulles announced that the United States was

withdrawing from the tentative agreement already reached with the

consortium for the financing of the dam.

Nasser received the news while he was in Yugoslavia conferring

with Tito, another leader of the nonaligned nationalist forces. A
week later Nasser announced the nationaUzation of the Suez Canal.
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The immediate reactions were as expected. The French and British

denounced the action and called for the internationalization of the

canal. Economic pressures such as the freezing of Egyptian assets

in Britain, in which the United States joined, did not work. In order

to show that the Egyptians could not run the canal. Western pilots

walked off the job. They were replaced by Egyptian, Russian, and
Yugoslav pilots who managed quite capably.

In the meantime the role of Israel, always a sore point in West-

em-Arab relations, became important. Recent armed border ex-

changes had heightened tensions in the area. The Soviet supply of

arms caused the Israelis to feel increasingly threatened. Jordanian

pronouncements for an attack on Israel propelled the Israelis on
October 29, 1956, to mobihze and attack Egypt while it was em-

broiled in the controversy over the canal.

The French and British, the Western states most actively inter-

ested ui free passage through the canal, gave an ultimatum to the

Egyptians and Israelis to withdraw ten miles on either side of the

canal. Failing this, on October 31 France and Britain bombarded
Egyptian targets and invaded, moving toward the canal. Egypt

blocked the canal with scuttled ships. The United States, despite the

Tripartite Declaration of 1950,*' sided with the Soviet Union in

calling for a cease-Hre. Through the combination of the possibility

of direct Soviet intervention, the military and economic pressure on
both Britain and France, the wreckage of pipelines by Egyptian

sympathizers in Iraq and Syria, which effectively cut off Britain's

and France's oil supply, and the creation of UNEF as a peace-keep-

ing force between Israel and Egypt, the hostilities finally ceased.

The Suez affair was important for several reasons. It signalled

the decline of European influence in the Middle East and the rise of

American and Soviet influence. Nasser's prestige was heightened,

not only in the Middle East but in the non-Western world, as a sym-

bol of the nonaligned nationalist forces in the world. The unlikely

Soviet-United States collaboration illustrated the processes of les-

sening cold war tensions and of instituting peaceful coexistence.

Soviet influence, increasing in the Middle East, represented a proc-

ess that had been occurring throughout the non-Western world.

The Suez incident was a face-saving device for the Soviet Union,

because it drew attention away from the Hungarian intervention.

With the United States pledge not to interfere in Hungary and with

the United States-Soviet alignment on Suez, peaceful coexistence
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had become in part a reality. United States policies of liberation

and massive retaliation had been shown to be mere rhetoric.

In conjunction with the processes of decolonization and of in-

creasing nationalism on the world scene, there was an increase in

nationalism in the Olympics. While nationalism in the Olympics

was the product of an increasing number of national Olympic com-

mittees, the issue of nationalism, as in the political sphere, was

imbued with elements of the East-West conflict. Of course there

were always political accusations, but in the Olympics the issue of

nationalism and its attendant elements was exhibited in such issues

as government interference and amateurism.

Nationalism was never a stranger to the Olympics. As noted

before, the issue had been discussed numerous times, and by the

very structure of the committee and the Games, some nationalism

was bound to interfere. The 1936 Games in Germany were a prime

historical example. What was becoming more prevalent in the post-

war period, particularly as the size of the committee and the num-
ber of national affiliations increased," was nationalism within the

conunittee and government interference both in the IOC and in the

national committees. In a communique sent by Brundage to mem-
bers of the IOC, the president detailed these trends and the reasons

behind the creation of the committee structure.

The original committee members were chosen by the founder.

Baron de Coubertin; later members were elected by the committee

at large upon nomination by one of the existing members. They

were selected for their devotion to sport and to the Olympic move-

ment (which to the committee were one and the same thing), and

they were considered ambassadors to their countries. They were

financially independent and had no pohtical connections. Members
were to be free from economic and political pressures and their

viewpoints were to be international.

They could be counted on to support whatever was for the interest of the

Olympic Movement even against their own country or the particular sport

or sports in which they had a personal interest. The committee was made
self-perpetuating.'^

At the beginning the members, in many cases, established national

committees in their countries, assuring fidelity to the Olympic prin-

ciples. There were to be only three members from a country on the
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IOC, and the character of the individual, not his country, was the

criteria for selection. The homogeneous character of these individ-

uals produced a type of **01ympic family."

Following World War II, these considerations for selection and

the viewpoints of the individuals changed. Many new countries

insisted on having representatives on the committee, and, among
the members on the committee, blocs were forming such as the

European bloc, the Latin bloc, and the iron curtain bloc. In addi-

tion numerous countries insisted on choosing their own repre-

sentatives.

The impact of the blocs was evident on particular issues, such as

voting for the recognition of various national Olympic committees,

as with East Germany and the PRC. It also was apparent in issues

such as the voting on new members, or the voting on and nomina-

ting of members for positions on the executive board. For example,

at the general session in Mexico in 1953 a replacement board mem-
ber was needed. The Cuban delegate had been nominated. The Bul-

garian member nominated one of the Soviet delegates, ''in order

that the countries belonging to the popular Democracies' group

should be represented on the E.G. (Executive Commission or

board), no political reason being implied by this."^^ The Cuban
delegate was elected, twenty-seven to Hve. After announcement of

the result, another delegate expressed the wish that in the future no
member would be put forward as the representative of a particular

group. "We are here," he said, entreating all the members, as

"above all, an Olympic family, representing one group only: that

of the Olympic ideal. Brundage's concern was well taken, but

would not necessarily be heeded in the future.

In the affiliated national organizations, nationalism was becom-

ing an even more prominent factor than in the IOC. Part of the rea-

son, as Brundage noted, was a general lack of understanding of

Olympic principles; and many national committees had been

created by individuals not associated with the IOC. But the over-

riding reason was the propaganda effect of the Olympics. As an

Olympic participant, a country received recognition. If it were suc-

cessful in the Games its prestige was enhanced. As an IOC member
expressed to Brundage:

L'esprit de nationalisme entre les concurrents a toujours existe et ne pourra
jamais etre evite. Le nationalisme stimule Tathlete qui foumit tout son
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effort pour vaincre. Les anciens se battaient pour I'honneur de leur ville et

aujourd'hui ils se battent pour I'honneur de leur Nation.'*

In many countries each national Olympic conmiittee was almost

entirely, if not completely, financed by the state. In such instances,

for the price of financing the committee, the state demanded some

choice in how the committee was going to be run. As of 1952, sixty-

nine committees were recognized. Of the forty who answered a

financial questionnaire, thirteen received total goverimient sup-

port; six received support from public contributions only; the rest

arranged financing through a combination of government support,

lotteries, and public donations.'^ By 1954 the number of commit-

tees had grown to eighty, and most of the new committees were

from non-Western, former colonial areas. The majority of these

were state financed.

Nationalism and the question of political interference went

beyond the mere control of a national committee into the whole

conduct of sport. This was most evident in the issue of amateurism.

Under Olympic principles and rules an athlete was to receive no
compensation for competing other than for the everyday expenses

incurred while participating; the theory was that an athlete's parti-

cipation was purely an avocation and not a vocation.

Soon after the 1952 Games and the participation of the Soviet

Union, state amateurism became a burning issue. Stimulated by the

East-West controversy, there was much concern that the Soviet

bloc countries had an unfair advantage because their athletes were

financed by the state; further, they trained so extensively that sport

in those countries was really a vocation. In a letter on the issue to

all national committees, international federations, and IOC mem-
bers, Bnmdage cited as an example the Polish training camps, of

four moBths' duration, for boxers preparing for the European

championships. He noted that "only very few professionals can

afford a preparation like that of the Polish boxers."** Bnmdage
received so much vitriol for this letter that in order to mollify cer-

tain groups he was forced to retract and modify his statements.

Newspapers such as Soviet Sport attacked his statements as prod-

ucts of the **ideology of American imperialism and intelligence

organs of the United States to help . . . undermine the bases of Euro-

pean national sovereignty. In response, Brundage argued that

his statements were not solely directed at iron curtain countries.
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and that reports had been received telling of less than amateur

activities on either side of the curtain.

The question of state amateurism also involved what was deemed

"payment for broken time," wherein an athlete would receive com-

pensation for time lost from his vocation and expenses for his fam-

ily. Such compensation was strictly prohibited by the IOC. The
most common argument in support of broken time was highly

nationalistic, **that an athlete [was] like a soldier defending his

country's athletic reputation But even Brundage could not

resist some nationalistic sentiment. After the strong Soviet showing

at the 1956 Winter Games, he warned the United States that if it

hoped to meet the Russian challenge it must alter its concept of

amateur sports. **It is against the Olympic idea to throw one nation

against another," he argued, "but we cannot ignore the fact that

Russia is putting tremendous emphasis on the development of its

athletes.""

The IOC, faced with the growing problems of state amateurism
and excessive nationalism leading to government interference in the

IOC and control of national Olympic committees, saw that the

problems concerned not only the IOC but the sport world in gen-

eral. Because the IOC considered the Olympic movement and sport

to be one and the same thing, it sought to coordinate policies

among itself, the national committees, and the international feder-

ations through various rule changes and increased conferences

between the organizations. All of this was to facilitate closer coop-

eration. In several instances, this cooperation had already been ren-

dered automatic through the process of waiting for an IOC decision

on an issue, such as East German recognition, before the major

federations proceeded accordingly. A prime example was the action

taken on the East German question by the International Amateur
Athletic Federation (lAAF), the largest and most influential federa-

tion. The lAAF president was Lord David Lloyd Burghley (later the

Marquess of Exeter), also an IOC member, who in 1956 persuaded

the East German Athletic Federation to agree to one body, called

"Germany," to be affiliated with the lAAF with two addresses

—

one for the West Germans and one for the East. Of the five dele-

gates, three would be West German and two would be East

German.'^

Because not all federations followed the IOC lead, situations

arose, as in the case of the recognition of the two Chinas, where
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some international federations recognized and affiliated with one

committee and others with another. In an effort to remedy such

discrepancies, particularly with regard to governmental control of

national committees, the IOC inserted the provision in its rules that

national committees must be composed of delegates elected by

national federations and that the national federations must have

voting control of the national committees. At the same time, no

member of a committee could also be a member of his govern-

ment.^^ These changes necessitated closer scrutiny of the national

situation by the various mternational federations concerned.

While the IOC was making rule changes and calling for closer

cooperation between the amateur sport organizations, an increas-

ing obstacle was the deep desire of the international federations for

sovereignty over their respective sports. The IOC call for closer

cooperation was viewed by many delegations as a threat to their

authority. This was cogently conveyed by the president of the row-

ing federation, in response to Lord Burghley's call for a closer rela-

tionship between the international federations and the IOC. He
could not share Lord Burghley's idea and was of the opinion the

delegates of the federations must be able to discuss issues in an

openhearted manner among themselves. He disagreed with Burgh-

ley's statement that the IOC was the directive power in the world of

sports, stating that it governed only Olympic sport.'*

Cooperation was becoming essential. Governments were directly

sponsoring athletic events through diplomatic channels, ignoring

national federations and committees. As Brundage pointed out,

"This is something the International Federations must stop since

the IOC has no jurisdiction. It is easy to see that if competition

under poUtical auspices, without control of the Federations, is per-

mitted, the whole structure of amateur sport is in danger."^' The
problem of spheres of authority was to increase, despite efforts for

doser cooperation, with the introduction of television and the fight

for revenues adding a further dimension to the already increasing

variance in philosophy between the roles of national committees,

sport federations, and the IOC.

The Olympic Games of 1956 occurred during the Hungarian and

Suez crises, and they reflected the prevailing atmosphere of gloom

and outrage in the West. Before the Games started, the NationaUst

Chinese sent a protest to the IOC claiming that the Peking commit-

tee was inviting all Chinese athletes to compete in its tryouts and to
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participate for the PRC. The PRC in turn threatened to pull out of

the Games if Nationalist China were allowed to participate. The
IOC ignored such protests as purely political.'* The PRC sent a

protest to the IOC stating that since Nationalist China was to parti-

cipate in the Games, the PRC would refuse to do so. As the Nation-

aUst Chinese delegation arrived in Melbourne, the PRC flag was

accidentally raised. The NationaUst Chinese dragged the flag down,

to the cheers of the crowd that had gathered.

Prior to the Games, in early August, the Argentine committee

had been barred by the IOC because of government interference

resulting from the recent ouster of President Peron; then later that

month the situation was corrected.^*

These types of issues soon became commonplace and were even

more or less expected. The extraordinary incidents were the result

of the Hungarian and Suez crises. When the Soviets intervened in

Hungary, they provoked cries of outrage from the Western world.

Immediately, the Netherlands and Spain withdrew from the

Games. In the case of the Spanish, their real reason was felt to be

financial. The Hungarian affair had simply afforded them a good
excuse. In the case of the Netherlands, the president of its national

Olympic committee criticized the IOC for saying that the Olympic
ideal should prevail over political matters. "How can sports prevail

over what has happened in Hungary?" he asked caustically. "How
would we like it if our people had been atrociously murdered, and

someone said that sports should prevail?" In a similar vein, Spain

stated that it was '*not fitting for Spanish athletes to engage in

sports of Olympic character while the hberty of peoples [sic] is

being trampled on.""

A few Hungarian athletes had set sail with Soviet athletes to Mel-

bourne before the Soviet intervention. News of this sparked much
speculation as to the relations between the two groups during the

voyage. Upon arrival the Hungarian athletes said, perhaps unaware
of the recent events in their country, that relations had been cordial

and devoid of incident.

It was reported that some Hungarian athletes had been fighting

in the streets during the crisis, and that most could not get out of

the country for the Games. The chancellor of the IOC, Otto Mayer,

persuaded the Swiss government to intercede with Hungarian
authorities in the name of the IOC to provide safe passage to

Prague, where the Czechoslovakian government would provide
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transportation to Melbourne. This was arranged, and for Mayer it

was a great personal triumph. Mayer called it an Olympic Truce,

though other members of the IOC were more circumspect in their

view."

The Swiss Olympic committee joined the Netherlands and Spain,

voicing outrage and withdrawing from the Games. This was a

severe blow to the IOC, for their headquarters were in Switzerland.

Finally the Swiss were prevailed upon to reconsider, but they were

unable to arrange transportation in time and did not attend the

Games.

The Suez incident, coming close on the heels of the Hungarian

crisis, produced similar withdrawals and protests, this time la the

Arab world. Egypt had aheady pulled out of the Games for finan-

cial reasons, but lodged protests demanding that the nations

"guilty of cowardly aggression against Egypt" be expelled.*' In

solidarity with Egypt, Lebanon and Iraq withdrew from the

Games.

At the Games themselves, numerous demonstrations by Hungar-

ian refugees and others were staged, protesting the Soviet action;

and in the athletic contests, certain incidents occurred which

reflected that atmosphere. The water polo match between Hungary
and Russia was a brutal one. A rough sport to begin with, the game
was marred by excessive violence and fighting. The Hungarians,

who had long ruled the sport, soundly trounced the Soviets, 4 to 0."

In this atmosphere, an announcement was made that reflected

the warming of relations between the United States and the Soviet

Union. It was announced that United States and Russian track offi-

cials had tentatively agreed to home-and-home track meets begin-

ning in Moscow in 1957. Congressional approval was still needed

for the Soviet return visit, and a relaxation of the alien fingerprint

provision ofthe immigration laws would be necessary. As it turned

out, this was assured. Previous attempts had been made to arrange

meetings between the two countries. The United States had turned

down an invitation in 1955 and the Soviet Union had turned down a

United States invitation in 1953 because of the fingerprint require-

ment."

After the Soviet success in the 1956 Winter Games, Soviet sport

officials predicted their overwhelming domination of the Summer
Games, although the concept of countries winning the Games was

frowned upon by the IOC. The Soviets did well at the Summer
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Games, but they did not dominate the winning. In the final tabula-

tion of medal acquisitions, the Soviets gained thirty-seven gold

medals to thirty-two for the United States; for silver medals the

score was twenty-nine to twenty-five, and for bronze medals the

score was thirty-three to seventeen. The total was ninety-nine to

seventy-four.'* Because the Soviets had not reached their own pre-

dicted expectations, they felt compelled to account for the failure.

The Soviet magazine Literatumaya Gazeta blamed it on United

States ''Mata Haris." The magazine reported that United States

intelligence services tempted Soviet athletes with beautiful sirens,

but that the Soviet men valiantly strove to keep their minds on ath-

letics. **American intelligence tried hard,** the magazine averred,

**to acquaint Soviet sportsmen with the young women—their

agents—who more than insistently proposed having a good time.""

The period 1952 to 1956 was marked by a lessening of tension

and a general consolidation of positions between East and West.

Stalin had died, and his successors began to proceed more vigor-

ously in other directions, leading to the denunciation of Stalin him-

self and the announcement of the policy of peaceful coexistence.

Their counterparts in the United States were less magnanimous,

proceeding to encircle the Soviet Union with a nuclear strike force.

Nonetheless, the Korean conflict had made the United States less

wiUing to step boldly into direct confrontation with the Soviets,

despite pronouncements and policies to the contrary. Both the

Soviets and the United States continued to replace European influ-

ence in the former European colonial areas. The Middle East was a

prime example and was to become a hotbed of contention between

the two sides in the future.

Questions about Europe became for all intents and purposes

moot points. On the one hand, the United States indicated by its

unwillingness to assist Hungary that it regarded Eastern Europe as,

if not de jure at least de facto, a Soviet sphere. The Soviets, on the

other hand, had to face the fact of a West German state and its

membership in NATO. They countered with an East German state

and the Warsaw Pact.

The process of decolonization continued with an increased

nationalistic zeal which spurred an increasingly independent atti-

tude, most manifest in the Middle East during the Suez crisis.

Along with decolonization and the growth of an alternate force in

the world, closer regional cooperation developed in many areas.
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Latin America already had the OAS (Organization of American

States) and Europe had the European Coal and Steel Conmiunity,

not to mention the Benelux area and otho* economic and financial

arrangements. Although an EDC was defeated, deferring into the

future a European supranational political organ, NATO repre-

sented a form of political/military union. The Warsaw Pact also

represented this trend. Outside of Europe the process was continu-

ing mainly in security treaties—SEATO, ANZUS—and in the

Middle East the Arab League was still prevalent.

Olympic affairs during this period exhibited these trends. The
provisional recognition of the GDR was an example of the consoli-

dation in Europe of East-West relations and, at the same time, of

peaceful coexistence. The continued influence of nationalism and

governmental interference in Olympic affairs illustrated the East-

West conflict and the differences in philosophy, as well as the

growing independence of primarily non-Western areas and their

more nationalistic outlook on the uses of sport than that of the

IOC. The call for closer cooperation between sport organizations,

the rule changes to facilitate this, and the jealous guarding of

authority by the sport organizations symbolized the conflicting

trends of nationalism and internationalism.

The IOC, m that it is private and extends beyond national boun-

daries, is technically a transnational organization; but by virtue of

its nation-state structure, its outlook combines nationalism and

internationalism. The affiliated sport organizations are, to a great

extent, the same. While the Olympic movement, which includes all

the amateur sport organizations, maintains its independence as a

transnational movement, it strives simultaneously, in its capacity as

an international organization, to integrate the world's countries

and people despite increasing nationalism. In essence, it reflects the

puU of the forces of nationalism as opposed to those of inter- and

transnationalism. All are consolidating, organizational tendencies,

differing only in areas, realms, and degrees of emphasis.

Despite the Hungarian and Suez incidents, the period of 1952 to

1956 was one of general relaxation of tension. The Hungarian and

Suez incidents were essentially unsuccessful efforts to reassert lost

influence. Both were lapses in a general trend of changing patterns.

The United States and Soviet Union agreed to joint track competi-

tions, but perhaps the real indicator of the general reduction in ten-

sion was to be found in the closing ceremonies of the Melbourne
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Games. The IOC changed its traditional closing ceremony, in

which each national contingent had marched behind its own stan-

dard, to one in which a token 500 athletes out of the 4,000 that par-

ticipated in the Games marched as a single cavalcade, with no

regard to order or country, mingling in the spirit of international

friendship."
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1956-1968

THE PERIOD 1956 to 1968 WITNESSED THE end of the colonial system

and the emergence of a power bloc composed of the states newly

created from the former colonial areas of Asia and Africa. In the

Olympics this process manifested itself in the issue of South Afri-

can participation in the Games and in the Olympic movement.

The unsolved cold war questions of German unification, the two

Chinas, and the two Koreas soUdified in the 1956 to 1968 period as

both Eastern and Western blocs sought to consolidate their posi-

tions with little hope of negotiated settlements. Under such condi-

tions both sides began not only to tolerate the division but to accept

it. The German people, in particular, moved toward acceptance

and by 1968 both Germanics competed separately in the Olympics.

Political and military circumstance as well as economic pros-

perity were factors behind the consolidation and acceptance of

positions, which in turn promoted evolution of the concept of

nationalism. Since neither side was willing to risk nuclear destruc-

tion but was content to keep pace in the arms race, a stalemate

ensued that was conducive to the establishment of alternative forms

of confrontation and to the opening of new avenues ofcommunica-

tion. Since the interests of each side, however, were basically noa-

negotiable the only real alternative was acceptance of the status

quo. This situation was reinforced by the factor of economic devel-

opment. As the economic position of Western Europe steadily

improved, a more self-reliant attitude was possible. In the case of

West Germany the view that unification was essential to the welfare

of the German people was considerably lessened.

159]
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The essential development in the concept of nationalism was

from a cultural linkage to a more objectively deHned economic and

institutional linkage. Establishment of the European Common
Market, based on economic rather than cultural criteria, created

machinery seen necessary for gradual European pohtical unifica-

tion. Looking beyond the system of autonomous units loyal to a

culturally or territorially defined political affiliation (the nation-

state), the aim was to develop loyalty to a regional organizational

construct defined objectively rather than emotively. This was a

strategic step in the organizational evolution of nationalism.

Important in this process were the linkages or networks that

bound and reinforced the system. The individual unit became more
closely tied into the regional system. Since the conceptual evolution

had gone beyond such cultural foundations as language and race to

an objective foundation, the political and cultural ties between, for

example. East and West Germany became increasingly remote. The
regional institutional networks served to solidify both Eastern and
Western Europe as distinct units.

The nationaUsm that spurred decolonization outside of Europe
also provoked the nonaligned orientation of the emerging areas in

Africa and Asia and stimulated regionalism in reaction to the East-

West conflict and the increased postwar prosperity in the world's

developed areas. As both an offensive and defensive measure, the

East and the West sought to extend their respective influence in

Third World nations. Meanwhile, conditions fostering economic

prosperity in the industrialized areas spurred the development and
refinement of the multinational corporation,' which in turn

enhanced economic prosperity in these regions—a cyclical process.

The spread of the East-West conflict and of the multinational cor-

poration into the former colonial areas was viewed with apprehen-

sion in the Third World. The emerging nations did not want to

become embroiled in the East-West estrangement, becoming mere
satellites of the Great Powers, nor did they want to be dominated

economically through the mechanism of the multinational corpora-

tion. Both conditions were seen as nothing more than neo-colonial-

ism, but the underdeveloped status of the Third World precluded

independent action in response to such perceived threats. As a

result, the very nationalism that spawned the Third World nation-

alistic movements also created a type of internationalism in the

form of regional arrangements based essentially on common alii-
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iance for defensive purposes. Organizations such as the OAU or

LAFTA were created.

In the Olympics these trends were manifested through the issue

of South African participation and the role of the OAU, and

through the Games of the New Emerging Forces (GANEFO) in

opposition to the established Olympic Games. Both cases presented

an admixture of North-South and East-West political issues, the

issue of amateurism, and the controversy over television revenues,

manifesting the economic prosperity of the multinational corpora-

tion and its worldwide infiltration into numerous spheres of every-

day Ufe. The issues themselves were not as important as was their

effect on the Olympics. Questions of economics in the Olympics

and in sport began to dominate the decision making processes of

the sport organizations, and other considerations became
secondary.

XVI OLYMPIAD (1956-1960) AND THE 1960 OLYMPIC GAMES

While tensions between the Soviet Union and the United States less-

ened in these years, competition between the two countries and
their respective blocs, East and West, remained intense. There were

still opposing ideologies as well as opposing interests on various

issues, such as Germany, China, and Korea. In the Olympics sev-

eral of these issues were exhibited. Perhaps the most controversial

issue along this line was the question of Chinese participation.

Developments regarding the PRC in the Olympics over the

period 1956 to 1960 closely followed developments in the political

arena. The Winter Games of 1960 were scheduled to take place at

Squaw Valley, California, and there was some concern in the IOC
over whether the United States would curb its restrictions and
admit the PRC, a country the United States did not recognize. This

problem was not limited to the PRC but extended to Communist
countries in general. In 1957 Brundage warned the United States

that if it refused any properly IOC-recognized country the right of

participation at Squaw Valley, the IOC would be forced to revoke

the Games from the United States and award them elsewhere. Also,

Brundage had trouble obtaining a visa for the annual general ses-

sion of 1957 in Sofia, Bulgaria—another country with which the

United States did not have diplomatic relations. He warned that
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such limitations on his activities might force him to retire from the

IOC*
The pressure apparently worked, for the State Department in

early September relaxed its curbs on Americans, in positions such

as Brundage's, entering certain Communist countries. Visits of lim-

ited duration, such as Brundage's, would be considered on a case

by case basis, as would visits by newsmen to the United States from
Communist countries.'

The problem of Conmiunist participation at Squaw Valley

hinged on the alien fingerprint requirement. Three days before

Bnmdage was to leave for Bulgaria to discuss, among other things,

the possible revocation of the Winter Games from the United

States, it was announced that bona fide athletes from all Commu-
nist countries would be admitted. The fingerprint requirement

would be waived but all other requirements, such as health and

security, would be enforced. All names of athletes would be
screened for past or present espionage activities.^ Participation in

the 1960 Olympic Games now seemed possible for all Communist
countries recognized by the IOC but with which the United States

did not have diplomatic relations.

Developments in the IOC regarding the Chinese issue proved

otherwise. In 1957 there was every reason to believe that the PRC
intended to participate in 1960 unless the Taiwan issue intensified.

Despite absence from the Melbourne Games, the PRC had partici-

pated in numerous international sport events.' The climate in the

People's Republic was favorable with Mao's decree to "Let a Hun-
dred Flowers Bloom." Apparently too many blossomed, for by

1957 and 1958 the PRC authorities had retrenched and were begin-

ning the '*Great Leap Forward." The retrenchment became inune-

diately obvious in Olympic circles. After a relatively quiescent

period following the Melbourne Games the PRC began a barrage

of demands for the expulsion of the Taiwan conmiittee from the

Olympic movement. Throughout that year IOC President Avery
Brundage and Tun Shou-yi, the PRC member on the IOC, corre-

sponded on the issue. Brundage emphasized that two committees

existed, that political issues were not the province of the IOC, and
that Tung was violating his obligations as an IOC member by con-

stantly raising political issues in the meetings and correspondence.

Tung repUed with demands for Taiwan's ouster and stated that it

was not he, but Brundage, who was introducing pohtics by the con-
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tmued insistence on two committees. Finally, in a letter dated

August 19, 1958, Tung accused Brundage of being a ''faitkful

menial of US imperialists" and concluded by saying, "A man like

you . . .has no qualifications whatsoever to be IOC President I

will no longer cooperate with you or have any connection with the

IOC while it is under your domination."' With that, the PRC with-

drew from the IOC and, at the same time, from ail the international

federations with which they were affiUated.

Their withdrawal corresponded to the hardening of the political

line in China and to the incidents of that summer involving China's

bombardment of the islands of Quemoy and Matsu. The United

States responded by dispatching air, marine, and naval reinforce-

ments to Taiwan. A 1957 agreement between the United States and

Taiwan had provided for the placement of surface-to-air missiles

on Taiwan.'

Despite the PRC withdrawal, the issue of Chinese participation

in the Olympic movement and Games was not to be dismissed. The

withdrawal from both the IOC and the federations assured that the

PRC would not participate in the 1960 Games, even if they had

reapplied. The process of gaining recognition from both the inter-

national federations and the IOC would have requked too much
time, and the animosity engendered by theu* flagrant violations of

IOC procedures through constantly injecting politics into the ses-

sions would have been too much to overcome in such a short

period.

The change in the poUtical climate regarding broad East-West

issues prolonged the Chinese controversy and sent the IOC into a

poUtical paroxysm that would not abate even during the Summer
Games. The IOC members from the Conununist bloc did not like

the idea of the Chinese withdrawal and were adamant in

demanding Taiwanese expulsion and reinstatement of the PRC.
Their position would have had littie impact had they not been sup-

ported by the Marquess of Exeter, president of the International

Amateur Athletic Federation (lAAF), the most important and

influential international federation. Lord Burghley (the Marquess

of Exeter) felt that the PRC had not really resigned from the lAAF
unless Taiwan was still recognized by the lAAF. As far as he was

concerned only one China (the PRC) existed. He proposed recog-

nizing the Taiwan committee, but without the name of ''China.'"

Exeter's proposal obtained general agreement at the Munich

Copyrighted material



64 InternationalRelations ofthe Olympics

session. By a vote of forty-eight to seven it was decided to notify

the Taiwan committee that it could no longer be recognized under

the name of the Chinese National Olympic Committee, because it

did not control sport in China. Its name would be stricken from the

official list. Once it changed its name in conformity to the area it

controlled, it could reapply for recognition.^

The reaction was immediate. Because the press misinterpreted

the substance of the decision, it was generally reported that the IOC
had expelled Nationalist China from the Olympic movement as a

result of Communist pressure in order to make room for the read-

mission of the PRC. The outcry from the United States buried

Brundage in vitriolic correspondence. It did not help that a fellow

IOC member from the United States, Douglas Roby, stated that the

IOC vote was far from unanimous, as Brundage had claimed to the

press. Roby said that twenty-two members had abstained and that

there had been much Conununist pressure. '°

Brundage was livid. In a circular to members of the IOC, Brun-

dage responded to Roby's accusations:

If he had listened to the debate he would have known that regardless of any
action by the IOC the Chinese of Formosa could not compete in the Olym-
pic Games under the name ''China," because some International Federa-

tions recognize them only as "Formosa" or "Taiwan" and they already

competed in the Asian Games last year as "Formosa.""

He went on to point out that the IOC did not "kick out" anyone, it

welcomed the youth of the world, but it must face facts. The IOC
could not deny that the Peking conunittee controlled sport in Tai-

wan and then say that the Taiwan committee controlled sport in

China.

Controversy over the decision continued. When the Taiwan
Committee reapplied for recognition as the Republic of China, it

was turned down. The problem was the word "China." The uproar

in the United States was extreme, and with the Winter Games so

close a solution had to be found. The State Department, President

Eisenhower, the Congress, the United States Olympic Committee,

the AAU, UN Ambassador Lodge, and the American Legion, all

deplored the IOC decision and, in turn, Brundage's association

with it. Some even threatened retaliatory action. The House voted

to prohibit use of army personnel at the Winter Games if athletes

from any ''free nation" were banned, and to restrict army support
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to only $100,000.'^ The American Legion also threatened to with-

hold financial support.

With the Games at stake, Bnmdage said that even though the

Taiwan committee might not be recognized if it refused to change

its name, it could enter the Winter Games because it had been

invited under its old name before the decision. As it turned out,

there were no winter sport athletes on Taiwan. Taiwan did not

compete, though it did send officials. A disaster was averted by

allowing the Taiwanese to compete, even though they had no ath-

letes, but the Summer Games were at hand and the problem of Tai-

wan's name remained.

During the controversy it was pointed out by opponents of the

IOC decision that to restrict the geographic area of the Taiwan

committee to Taiwan begged the question, because sportsmen who
competed under Taiwan's banner came from all over Asia—Hong
Kong, Singapore, Macao. One Australian observer wrote the IOC
that because of the numbers and economic strength of the overseas

Chinese in Asia, the IOC decision might spawn retaliatory mea-

sures by the overseas Chinese, harmful to such countries as

Australia with which they had many ties.'^ The overriding issue for

the IOC was stated by Exeter in a letter to Bnmdage, pointing out

that one-fourth of the world's population—China—was already

out of the Olympic movement. If the process were carried further it

might alienate all the iron curtain countries, thereby eliminating

one-half of the world's population from the Olympic movement. A
firm stand on the Taiwan issue was essential.'*

In October 1959 the executive board met and considered the Tai-

wan question. The Taiwan committee had reapplied as the Olympic

Committee of the Republic of China, but had been turned down

because of the word **China." Because of the furor over the issue

the executive board stated that the IOC did not care what a com-

mittee called itself internally, but internationally its name had to be

consistent with the territory it ruled. It was decided the Taiwan

committee could be recognized as the Olympic Committee of the

Republic of China, since it was so recognized by the United

Nations. But in international competition the athletes from that

country had to compete solely under the name of Taiwan

(Formosa)."

At both the San Francisco and Rome general sessions in February

and August 1960, respectively, the executive board decision was
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approved. The Olympic Committee of the Republic of China at the

Rome Games marched and competed as Formosa, but as the plac-

ard bearer passed by the reviewing stand in the opening ceremony,

he whipped out a sign saying "Under Protest," and then quickly

tucked it away.'*

The decision of the IOC kept the Olympic movement together.

The PRC would have nothing to do with the IOC, but by this time

the PRC was having problems with the Soviet Union, easing the

pressure on the IOC. The decision was significant because it set a

precedent for the future. The decision altered the IOC rules so that

Olympic committees would only be recognized by the IOC "under

the name of the territory in which they operate."*^ The territorial

distinction was to become the Hnchpin on which future decisions

regarding the recognition of previously unrecognized political areas

such as East Germany and North Korea could be recognized.

Problems similar to the Chinese question arose regarding North

Korea and East Germany. Both issues, like that of China, had

plagued the IOC in the past. While the Korean issue had never been

as serious a problem as the German and Chinese, it was ever-

present. Before the Korean conflict an Olympic committee for all

of Korea had been recognized, having its seat in Seoul. Subsequent

requests for recognition on behalf of a North Korean committee

were turned down, the reason being that only one committee could

exist for one country. At the 1957 session in Sophia, the Soviet dele-

gate proposed the same conditions of provisional recognition for

North Korea as those for East Germany. That is, if a unified team

were formed, provisional recognition would be granted; if not.

North Korea would not be able to compete in the Games. The pro-

visional recognition, however, would be valid only for internal

affairs and not on an international basis." This was accepted. At
both the 1958 and 1959 general sessions, Andrianov, the Soviet

delegate, and General Stoichev of Bulgaria demanded full recogni-

tion for North Korea because of the South Korean refusal to con-

sider a unified team. The IOC was not prepared to go this far.

Instead, at the 1959 session the IOC decided to seek a unified team,

not through joint competition, as in the case of Germany, but

through having the sport federations select the athletes who held

the best times in their respective events, thereby eliminating the

necessity of having to arrange joint competition. A joint flag,

emblem, and uniform would also be required for the joint Korean
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team. Although South Korea indicated a willingness to form a joint

team, negotiations broke down and North Korea did not partici-

pate in the 1960 Games; but South Korea did participate by virtue

of its full recognition.

Since a joint German team had been formed for the 1956 Games,

not much trouble was foreseen in forming another unified team for

the 1960 Games. Although pressure for full East German recogni-

tion was constant, both from the East Germans and the Commu-
nist bloc, the IOC maintained East Germany's provisional status.

On the political front the continued separation of the two countries

served to institutionalize the situation, making the possibility for

unification more remote as time went on. This was evident in the

negotiations over a joint team for the 1960 Games.

With IOC mediation the two German conunittees agreed in

November 1959 on a neutral flag and emblem for the 1960 Games.

In the 1956 Games the athletes had marched under the West Ger-

man flag. There was considerable support for the decision in West

German sport circles and in the parties opposing Chancellor Ade-

nauer's majority party. The Bonn government was adamantly

opposed to the decision, stating that it was ''irreconcilable with

national dignity,*' and threatened West German withdrawal. The
West German Olympic Committee president intimated the reason

for the decision when he said the compromise was "a necessary one

which should not be put in question by political considerations.**

Earlier the East German government had adopted its own flag, pre-

cipitating the necessity for the compromise and, as a result, invok-

ing Adenauer's fury. A spokesman for Adenauer's party put the

question before the press in the following fashion: "Should

53,000,000 Germans let themselves be blackmailed by a regime that

is not even a legitimate democracy?*"' Nevertheless, the common
banner was adopted and both sides competed in the Games as one

team.

Further problems were in store for the IOC regarding Germany.

Despite United States pronouncements and assurances regarding

free entry of officials and athletes of all recognized Olympic com-

mittees, fifteen East Germans, ten officials, and five journalists

were refused visas for the Winter Games. Protests were raised by

the East German Association of Journalists and the East German
Olympic Committee. Official contingents for Olympic committees

are arranged in proportion to thek number of athletes. A total of
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eighty-five German athletes were going to participate, Hfty from

West Germany and thirty-five from East Germany. There were

twenty in the official contingents, twelve from West Germany and

eight from East Germany. These had previously been agreed upon

and duly sent to the organizing committee for the Games, but at the

last moment the East Germans demanded more representatives and

the West Germans reluctantly agreed to raise the East German total

to twelve. For the East Germans this was still not enough, precipi-

tating the controversy.

The IOC protested the State Department's refusal of visas for the

journalists, stating its belief in freedom of the press without any

type of discrimination. It agreed with the ban on the officiate, how-

ever, noting that the original allotment had been secured and even

an additional four. The demand for more was contrary to all prior

agreements and was considered excessive.^" The State Department

refused the journalists in order to prevent any propaganda benefits.

It stated that East German journalists were paid employees of the

propaganda ministry and that all their reporting was politicized. It

dted the case of an East German joumaUst, Gunter Poetschle, who
was an accredited correspondent to the United Nations in 1957 and

who used that accreditation to unply recognition of the GDR.^^

In the IOC during the XVI Olympiad, cold war issues and poli-

tics were the most prominent features in the discussions and corre-

spondence. This was true despite the trend away from cold war

issues on the world political scene and toward problems such as

colonialism, which were considered more important by the non-

Western states. Even on the world poUtical scene the distinctions as

to the nature of issues became blurred with the numerous protago-

nists involved. The growing nationalistic/neutralist stance taken by

the former colonial areas was still evident, particularly in the

United Nations, where cold war topics had definitely become sec-

ondary for the non-Western states to problems of colonialism."

But the policies of the superpowers, particularly of the Soviet

Union, had changed to compensate for the growing body of

nations. In effect, the extension of an East-West conflict into the

former colonial areas was complicating the issues involved. Two
forces were at work: the East-West conflict struggling for adher-

ents, and the nonaUgned states struggling to retain their autonomy

m the face of stronger powers that were seeking to establish

satellites.
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Nasser's foreign policy in the Middle East was a good case in

point. In the 1952 to 1956 period he carried out a policy of playing

off the two blocs, East and West. In the 1956 to 1960 period he still

sought aid from the Soviets, as in the case of the Aswan Dam, but

at the same time he sought to extend Arab nationalism and his own
influence by aligning with Syria in the United Arab Republic,

where he quickly expelled the pro-Russian elements in the Syrian

government."

In Southeast Asia, Sukarno continued his struggle for the control

of West Irian, while in India, Nehru opposed the Indian Commu-
nist Party in order to limit Soviet influence.^^ The United States

was getting more deeply imbedded in the Vietnamese conflict,

which was essentially a nationalistic struggle. With the United

States presence bolstering the South Vietnamese regime, the North

Vietnamese received aid from China and the Soviet Union.

Africa, in the process of gaining more and more independent

states, was a hotbed of nationaUsm. With the development of these

new states, the United States, the Soviet Union, and others such as

China tried to gain influence.

In the Olympics this convergence of forces was evident, espe-

cially regarding the issue of racial discrimination in South Africa.

The problem was first brought to the attention of the IOC in 1955

by the International Boxing Federation. The issue was tabled, how-

ever, until 1959 when the Soviet IOC member reintroduced the

problem at an executive board meeting with the delegates from the

national Olympic committees. In the meantime the IOC had been

corresponding with its South African member and the South Afri-

can National Olympic Conmiittee (SANOC) to obtain information

regarding apartheid in sport, which would have been contrary to

the Olympic principle and to rule twenty-five, proscribmg discrimi-

nation of any kind.

The Soviet delegate accused the South African committee of dis-

crimination against black athletes. The South African delegate

replied that the charge was unfounded and that the South African

government guaranteed that any athlete could receive a passport to

participate. The South African delegate went on to state that

SANOC was prepared to assure that all athletes of Olympic stand-

ing could participate in the Games."

At the general session in Munich the South African member elab-

orated further, stating that only within the last two or three years
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had ''coloured" athletes taken an interest in Olympic sport, so

none had achieved Olympic caliber. The real issue the South Afri-

can delegate failed to consider was not whether an athlete had

achieved Olympic standing, but whether discrimination was prac-

ticed in the country by the committee. In point of fact, in 1957

SANOC ruled that no mixed competition would be allowed in any

of the affiUated bodies within South Africa's borders."

This point was brought out by the Brazilian and the Soviet dele-

gates in reference to recent soccer and table tennis matches. In the

case of the soccer matches, a Brazilian team having three black

members was not allowed to play in South Africa. In the table ten-

nis case, an AustraUan team was refused the right to compete

against colored teams. The New Zealand delegate, whose country

had extensive sporting ties with South Africa, supported the South

African member's statements regarding the condition of sport in

South Africa. Brundage finally intervened, stating that the IOC
was conscious of the importance of the problem, but that the South
African delegate's assurances were to be accepted.

The IOC was content to leave the question at that for the 1960

Games. They were applying their nondiscrimination rule only in

terms of whether athletes of Olympic caliber were allowed to parti-

cipate in the Games, and not whether mtemal discrimination had

led to the absence of black Olympic caliber athletes. The problem

would remain and would become the most volatile issue the IOC
would ever confront.

The fact that the Soviets introduced the whole question and were

most vehement in pressing the issue is indicative of the overlapping

and intermixing of forces on the world political scene. The nation-

alistic movement in Africa was just beginning, and the Africans

were preoccupied with the colonialism issue. Although the practice

of racial discrimination was linked to colonialism, it was not until

later that the African states began to exert themselves more force-

fully on the issue in the IOC. The reason for Soviet rather than

black African pressure on the issue of South African apartheid in

sport was that there were no black African delegates on the IOC.

This European-centered composition of the IOC, barkening back

to previous times, was being changed by the inclusion of numerous

new Afro-Asian committees in the Olympic system. In the Olympic

Games themselves the African athletes had not yet become compe-

titive on a world class scale. More competitive states, such as the
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Soviet Union, were better able to use their athletic strength as a

political tool. By the time of the Rome Games that would begin to

change. In the meantime, as evidenced by the Munich session of

1959, the issue of discrimination would be propounded Hiainly in

cold war terms, with the Soviet delegate charging discrimination

and the rest of the IOC, composed mainly of members from the

Western states, preferring to table the issue.

Amateurism has been a perennial problem for the IOC and for

amateur sport in general. The problem of the commercialization of

sport, forever a thorn in the side of the IOC, was a favorite subject

of Avery Brundage. In the period of the XV Olympiad the contro-

versy had been over "broken time." During the XVI Olympiad the

controversy involved the distribution of revenues among the vari-

ous amateur organizations. For Brundage this was merely another

reflection of the growing "materialism of our times.""

Several factors set this revenue sharing problem apart in impor-

tance: (1) it reflected the growing monetary benefits and costs of

the Games, (2) it reflected the growing participation in interna-

tional sport, increasmg the operating costs of the organizations,

(3) the economic aspects of the Games and sport m general were

begmning to become overriding factors of concern, producing

something of a "profit and loss" outlook on the part of the organi-

zations involved, (4) the economic impact and viewpoint reflected

the profitability of the Games and sport for business interests, and

(5) the economic aspect served further to divide the amateur sport

organizations, leaving the Olympic movement even more suscep-

tible to the forces of nationalism and political conflict.

The revenue sharing controversy began soon after the 1956

Games. The growing operating costs for the international federa-

tions, because of the increase in the number of members, necessi-

tated alternate forms of raising capital; the proscription method

was no longer adequate. The federations felt that since they lent

theur world championships to the Olympic Games they had a right

to sharem the revenues. The Marquess of Exeter, in his capacity as

president of the lAAF, proposed a five percent surcharge on tickets

at the Olympics, with three percent going to the international feder-

ations and two percent to the IOC. Brundage was adamantly

opposed. He argued that all the federations would have to be

accorded the same treatment and not all received the same gate.

Furthermore, if it were not for the Games, half the federations
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would not even hold a world championship and very few would

ever have been able to if it had not been for the revival of the Olym-

pic Games. They were not really giving up anything in his opinion.^'

For Brundage and the IOC this was the crux of the matter. The

tax was seen as blatant profiteering, not just as compensation to

cover operating expenses, which would have been justifiable. Brun-

dage believed the world, in particular the press, would not look

favorably on the tax. In opposition to the proposed tax Brundage

said: . .it is going to be misunderstood and we are going to be

torn to pieces by the journalists of the world. They are [already]

looking for some pretext to attack us." In the same statement Brun-

date noted that he had received a letter from a journalist inquiring

about the rumor and stating, "I hope you succeed in preventing

your co-committee members from voting themselves into taking

funds, which will certainly be the end of amateur sport.*""

Against the proposed tax, Brundage further argued that if the

federations demanded shares, so would the national Olympic com-
mittees, the officials and judges at the Games, and, finally, the

athletes.^' The IOC could not very well defend amateurism and

then turn right around and do the opposite.

In defense of the proposal Exeter said that the federations,

because their operating costs were becoming so high, could not

"founder into insolvency" just for the sake of the IOC." The IOC
would also benefit because their costs were increasing and the sup-

posed self-sufficiency of the membership was becoming an ana-

chronism. Only the extremely wealthy members of the committee

could afford to pay the costs of transportation and other aspects of

membership in the IOC. The IOC share could go into a fund to

help defray the expenses of those members who could not afford to

pay, and those members were becoming more and more numerous.

Exeter's argument was essentially that the sport organizations,

because of increasing costs, would be susceptible to feeble member-
ship or government control in the future if they could not find a

way to cover expenses and maintain their independence."

Brundage was not averse to this idea, for he was well aware of

the increasing costs all around. For years he had lobbied to no avail

to decrease the size of the Games because they were becoming

unmanageable. Invariably the Soviets attacked his efforts as

attempts to harm their Olympic program in favor of the United
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States. In addition both the federations and the Soviets were con-

stantly urging that more sports be included in the Olympic pro-

gram. In 1958 Brundage summed up what the Games had become
when he said, "In 1912 the Games at Stockholm operated on a

budget of 80,000 pounds. For the 1960 Games it is reported that the

Rome Organizing Committee will spend in the neighborhood of

$30,000,000. The Games have become 'Big Business' with [sic]

obvious danger to Olympic ideals.""

The Games had indeed become big business, not only with regard

to the costs but to the interests concerned. In 1956 television

refused to broadcast the Games, arguing that the rights should be

granted gratis since the Games, as a news event, were a matter of

public interest. For the 1960 Rome Games total television revenues

were approximately $1 .2 million." Television revenues would esca-

late in the future, becoming an increasing part not only of IOC
revenue but of the revenue of other sport organizations; this pro-

duced more conflict between the organizations. Not only television

but business interests in general were involved. For the Summer
Games in Rome, forty-six firms donated goods or made services

available to the Games. Future contributions to the Games would

become greater and more involved—an important source of reve-

nue, but with serious risks of excessive commerdaUsm. As the

Games were big business, a business-like attitude began to pervade

the sport organizations' approach to the Games and the Olympic

movement, leaving it open to attack from various external forces.

Capitalizing on the rift between the federations and the IOC, the

Soviet committee proposed a complete reorganization of the IOC.

Their proposal was facilitated by the national committees' growing

disenchantment with the IOC, not only because of the monetary

factor but as a result of the growing ideological rift between them
and the IOC. Basing their program on the premise of closer cooper-

ation between all concerned, the Soviet committee proposed enlarg-

ing the IOC to include not only the present members but also presi-

dents of national Olympic committees and mtemational federa-

tions. These two organizations would be given the right to replace

their own members on the IOC, thus taking the choice of member-

ship out of the hands of the IOC and putting it into the hands of the

government of the country of the respective sport organization.

IOC finances would come from annual fees of national Olympic
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committees and international federations, and IOC member sub-

scriptions would be paid by their respective national committees; a

percentage of the gate receipts, as in the Exeter plan, would go to

the IOC and to the international federations; members' travel

expenses would be paid by the national conunittees and the fed-

erations.'"

The plan, in effect, called for a United Nations of sport. Since

the trend was for increasing government support of national com-

mittees, the Soviet plan meant making the IOC a government oper-

ation. By appointing the delegates and paying all the expenses, the

chances for government influence and political control would be

greatly enhanced. This was completely opposite to Olympic prin-

ciples. Needless to say, the membership from the Western states

looked on the plan with some trepidation.

In summing up the basic features of the plan, Brundage gave a

brief history of the International Olympic Committee, giving the

reasons why the IOC chose not to structure itself along the lines of

the Soviet plan. He stated the Western objections to the plan. He
said that at first the IOC had been structured along the lines of the

Soviet plan, but for purposes of efHciency, autonomy, and confor-

mation to Olympic principles, the IOC had split the organization

into three parts. The international federations were to direct all

technical aspects of sport, the national committees would adminis-

ter Olympic sport, and the IOC would ensure the coordination of

activities." The Soviet proposal would eliminate the autonomy of

the organizations and would put everything under one roof subject

to government scrutiny. Implicit in Western objections was the fear

of Soviet domination. Exeter noted that they ought to settle the

financial question before the Rome meeting, where the plan would

be laid before the federations and national committees for, he cau-

tioned, "goodwill as opposed to badwill [sic] will obviously be a

great help in handling this very thorny Russian proposal."^® Two
years later Exeter was more emphatic when the Soviet members
again proposed a reorganization. "This is purely and simply a

rehash of what they proposed before," he exclaimed. "The whole

aim seems to be to try and take over the Games from the IOC to

whom, after all, they belong."*' The delegate from Finland

implored Brundage not to turn the committee into a "Russian

street meeting.'***
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The Soviet plan achieved considerable support from the inter-

national federations, the national committees, and the Eastern

European delegates on the IOC. Also, to Brundage's dismay, the

Exeter plan was widely accepted by the federations. In both cases,

however, the decision was to be made by the IOC, and both plans

were defeated. In the case of the Exeter plan, a compromise settle-

ment was reached in which the finances of the various federations

would be examined in order to determine their respective needs.

For the 1964 Games each federation would negotiate separately

with the organizing committee, but nothing could be done for the

Rome Games/'
Because neither issue was solved adequately, increased problems

and bitterness seemed likely. The strong support each proposal

received was indicative of the growing rift in the Olympic move-

ment as a result of the forces of commercialism, nationalism, and
poHtical conflict.

During the XVI Olympiad the People's Republic of China with-

drew from the Olympic movement, compelling the IOC to take a

second look at the question of Taiwan. That reappraisal set the

stage for subsequent recognition of previously nonrecognized terri-

tories, indicating a reappraisal of East-West relations.

Cold war tension had lessened, although competition between

the sides remained. The issues of colonialism and its corollary,

racial discrimination, were raised over the question of South Afri-

can apartheid policy. The absence of black African delegates on the

IOC reflected the fledgling character of black nationalist move-

ments in Africa. The issue of South African apartheid was couched

primarily in East-West terms, with the Soviet Union leading the

fight against South Africa. The Soviet stance derived from its anti-

colonial policy and its interest in black Africa.^^ With increased

African representation on the IOC in the future, the anticolonial

fight would be carried on primarily by black Africa.

Dramatically symbolic of the changing IOC membership and of

the increasing voice of Africa in world affairs was the marathon

victory of Abebe Bikila, a palace guard from Ethiopia. As the final

event on the Olympic agenda, the marathon is a run of 26 miles and

385 yards. Bikila ran the course barefoot, becoming the first black

African ever to win a gold medal. The course ended at the Arch of

Constantine in Rome, a dramatic victory by an Ethiopian in a
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country that two decades before had sought to dominate his native

land. Bikila*s victory signaled that Africa and the other non-West-

ern countries would continue to make their presence felt.

xvn OLYMPIAD (1960-1964) and the 1964 Olympic games

The Summer and Winter Games of 1964 were scheduled to take

place in Tokyo and Innsbruck, respectively. The Tokyo site was

significant in that it would mark the Hrst hosting of the Olympic

Games in Asia and would herald the successful emergence of Japan

from its defeat of World War II. The Japanese organizers and the

government were sparing no expense for the Games, spending over

$2.7 billion.'' For the Olympics, the period 1960 to 1964 would be

marked by three major events reflecting the world political scene:

the refusal of visas for East German athletes to world champion-

ships in France and the United States in 1962, the barring of South

Africa from the Tokyo Games, and the establishment of GANEFO
(Games of the New Emerging Forces).

In August 1961 the Soviet Union and the East Germans erected a

wall in the city of Berlin, dividing the Eastern sector of the city

from the Western sectors. Such action had been threatened since

1958 and the United States, under the Eisenhower administration,

had been attempting to negotiate the issue at the foreign ministers*

conference in Geneva to forestall a unilateral move by the Russians.

With the U-2 incident of 1960, however, Chairman Khrushchev of

the Soviet Union denounced Eisenhower and the United States for

engaging in espionage activities. Khrushchev broke off any further

dealing with the Eisenhower administration, stating that negotia-

tions would have to await the next administration/* At the start of

the Kennedy administration, without waiting for the renewal of

negotiations, Khrushchev simply reasserted the 1958 threat to re-

solve unilaterally the issue of Berlin within six months, before the

end of 1961. Unless the West signed a treaty with East Germany
establishing West Berlin as a "free city," Khrushchev guaranteed

that the Soviet Union would in effect abrogate the West's right to

be in Berlin. Russia would unilaterally sign a treaty, turning the

whole matter over to East Germany."' The United States took no
action toward a treaty with East Germany, and the wall was erected.

The United States, France, and Britain did not respond militarily
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with another Berlin airlift. Instead they issued assurances of sup-

port for the West Berliners and retaliated diplomatically, using

such methods as the denying of visas for East German athletes to

take part in the 1962 world championships of hockey and skiing in

the United States and France, respectively.** The denial of visas,

while motivated directly by a specific political act, was at the same

time a barometer of political relations between the East and the

West.

The International Olympic Committee was again placed in the

middle as an unwilling participant and referee. In a statement to the

world press regarding the visa incidents and the subsequent IOC
stance, the IOC stated that it regretted incidents which threatened

the existence of organized amateur sport and it considered such

political incursions intolerable. French, United States, and Cana-

dian cities had submitted bids to host the 1968 Games. The sites

were still to be determined and the IOC threatened **not [to] award

the Olympic Games to any city unless free access for all recognized

teams" was guaranteed. The IOC was also going to suggest similar

regulations for the international federations.*'

In a subsequent statement to the AUied Travel Bureau, the IOC
was more pointed in its threat.

Next year, we are to announce our decision as to the choice of dty desirous

of organizing the Games of the 19th Olympiad in 1968. Of the prospective

towns either for the Summer Games 1968, or for the Winter ones, we have

named, amongst others, towns in France, Canada and the United States.

We need to know immediately, therefore, if these candidatures may be

retained, for according to our statutes, entry into these countries by all

sportsmen wishing to participate in these Games, must be assured.

. . .we would respectfully request you as Ultimate Authority to exercise

your prerogative and guarantee that all athletes, whoever they may be, and
from whatever country or territory they may come will receive the visas

necessary to participate in the Olympic Games of 1968.^°

In reply the Allied Travel Bureau gave the necessary assurances

**provided that the present conditions remain unchanged, as they

are, when the time comes,*' that is, that a Pan-German contingent

participated as in I960." A Pan-German contingent was the real

issue. By insisting on a joint German team since 1956 the IOC had

only helped to perpetuate the cold war conflict over Germany. The

NATO countries had come to expect a joint team as a means of

Copyrighted material



7S InternationalRelations ofthe Olympics

reaffirming their position in Bertin and their stance against East

Germany. In effect, whether the IOC liked it or not, the NATO
countries were using the IOC to fulfill their own political ends. This

became quite clear when the IOC tried to receive similar assurances

of **free entry*' into NATO countries for the various international

federation world championships.

In early 1964 the IOC sent requests of "free entry*' to the minis-

ters of foreign affairs of France, Great Britain, and the United

States. The requests were denied, the responses from all three being

nearly identical. An assistant secretary of state responding for the

United States said that recent adjustments in the rules for issuing

temporary traveling documents to East Germans would facilitate

greater East German participation in sporting events in NATO
countries, provided the athletes did not purport to represent the

GDR or engage in political activities. Unfortunately, he went on,

the East German regime brought politics into sport by insisting on
separate East German teams whenever possible, "despite the fact

that there is only one German people. The all-German formula,''

he stated, '*has indeed been successfully applied by your own com-
mittee for many years, and if it could be adopted also by the vari-

ous international sport federations, the hindrances to the issue of

temporary travel documents to East German athletes would largely

disappear." Regarding the denial of visas in 1%2, he admitted that

it was a result of the erection of the Berlin wall, and that because of

it and subsequent East German strictures on West BerHn—the

denial of exit permits—there had been much human suffering and

hardship. He hastened to add that in light of such suffering the

''inconvenience to sportsmen resulting from the NATO regulations

is very small.""

The IOC replied by deploring the policies of the NATO coun-

tries, and issued a directive depriving the same countries of holding

any federation championships." It was obvious that it made no dif-

ference to the NATO countries if they received the federation

championships, but the Olympic Games were another matter. As a

showcase for the nations of the world, the specific nature of Ger-

man participation mattered a great deal. Many considered that the

Olympic Games ranked in stature very close to the United Nations,

and the nonaligned non-Western states were intensely interested in

participation both in the United Nations and in the Olympic forum.

A united German team for the 1964 Games was assured. In fact
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Brundage was so adamant on this policy that when the subject was

mentioned at the Tokyo general session right before the Games, he

said he would hear no talk of separation at Tokyo. The subject

would be deferred until the following year—and that was how it

would stand!'*

The question of separate teams, however, was becoming not only

an East German but also a West German desire, at least in Olympic

circles. Willi Daume, the president of the West German National

Olympic Committee, said in a 1962 newspaper interview for the

Frankfurter Allegemeine Zeitung that in view of inter-German dif-

ficulties the formation of separate teams was the only possibility.

"In this way we render a better service to the Olympic spirit,*' he

admitted. "This solution is practically nothing else than the legali-

zation of an existing state of affairs, because as early as 1960 in

Squaw Valley and in Rome the combined German team was only a

fiction for the outside world. In reality we had two separated teams

behind one flag.** In a television interview in April 1964 Daume
made similar statements noting that it would be much more pleas-

ant if both could go separately to Tokyo, but that they should put

up with the inconveniences for the time being so as not to afford

"the other side*' opportunity for the acknowledgment of two Ger-

man states "before the public of the world, before the gigantic

spectacle of the Olympic Games.""
Nevertheless, a united German team did go to the 1964 Games,

but by 1963 the possibility for a joint team in 1968 was seriously in

doubt. Both sides were coming to the conclusion, as a result of poli-

tical events, that realities should be faced. This presented a problem

for the IOC, because if they could not arrange a joint team, the

East German athletes might not be allowed to participate in the

1968 Winter Games in France (the Olympic sites for 1968 were
chosen in 1963). The Marquess of Exeter voiced the concern of the

IOC in a letter to the IOC chancellor. Otto Mayer. He said the IOC
should get NATO to modify its travel rules, that since a "thaw"
seemed to have set in between the two Germanies since 1961, per-

haps a joint team might still be possible. They would have to wait

and see, but covering all contingencies was a good idea."

The possibility for a joint team in future years would become
more remote. The Berlin issue had set the stage for the final act of a

joint German contingent in the Olympic Games. The Berlin contro-

versy and the denial of visas was not an isolated phenomenon dur-
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ing the period 1960 to 1964. It had its counterpart on the other side

of the world in Indonesia.

In the summer of 1962 the IV Asian Games" were to be held in

Indonesia. The Indonesian government refused to issue visas for

the athletes of Taiwan and Israel. The practice of discrimination

against Israel had become commonplace. In 1952, as a result of a

technicality, Israel had been successfully barred from the Mediter-

ranean Games, their rightful regional Games. The Indonesian

action was nothing new. Coming as it did, on the heels of the Berlin

visa affair, the IOC could not tolerate such insubordination where

its name was at stake. In February 1963 the IOC suspended the

Indonesian Olympic Conmiittee for not having protested its gov-

ernment's discriminatory action against Taiwan and Israel." With-

in the same month the Indonesian Olympic Committee withdrew

from the Olympic movement.''

A double standard was apparent in the IOC suspension. It sus-

pended Indonesia for virtually the same crime committed by France

and the United States. Perhaps the severity of the punishment was

because the Games in question were sanctioned to use the Olympic

name, involving the national committee, whereas in the French and

United States cases the events were merely world championships

not sanctioned by the IOC. Probably the reasons were threefold:

(1) the Indonesian action came on the heels of a similar action,

(2) government interference in the newer states was a constant

problem, and (3) Indonesia did not hold the same Olympic standing

as France or the United States, which were charter members of the

movement. France was the birthplace of the modern Olympic

Games' founder. Baron de Coubertin. As for the United States, it

was the strongest country in the world, it had always held the most

Olympic prestige, and it was a lucrative source of revenue, particu-

larly with the potential American television market as coverage of

the Games burgeoned. Indonesia was but a newcomer, and as such,

not very significant.

Perhaps it was this double standard, combined with the IOC's

and the world's (industrialized countries) condescension towards

Indonesia and other non-Western areas, that prompted Indonesian

President Sukarno's next move. Sukarno proposed the establish-

ment ofGANEFO (Games of the New Emerging Forces). At a pre-

paratory conference in April 1963, participated in by Cambodia,
the PRC, Guinea, Indonesia, Iraq, Mali, Pakistan, North Vietnam,
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the United Arab Republic, and the Soviet Union (Ceylon and Yugo-

slavia sent observers) the purpose of GANEFO was spelled out.

GANEFO was to be *<based on the spirit of the 1955 Bandung Con-

ference and the Olympic ideals, and was to promote the develop-

ment of sports in new emerging nations so as to cement friendly

relations among them."'*

Even before Sukarno's announcement of the establishment of

GANEFO, the IOC suspension, and Indonesia's withdrawal from

the Olympic movement, the PRC was urging the establishment of

alternative Games. On October 4, 1962, in an editorial in the bi-

weekly sports newspaper T*i Yu Pao, the Chinese proposed an

organization and Games that would help develop sports in Asia and
Africa and would combat the "forces of imperialism and sports

organizations manipulated by imperialist countries.'"* There is

some evidence supporting the idea that the Indonesian proposal

was actually Chinese. The Chinese were reported to have paid the

transportation costs of all the delegations at GANEFO, and to have

given the Indonesians an $18 miUion gift for the Games."
Whether the PRC was behind GANEFO made no difference to

the IOC and to the international federations, for the purpose of the

Games was made clear in Sukarno's opening speech denouncing the

IOC for working contrary to its rules and mixing politics in sport.

He said, "Let us declare frankly that sport has something to do
with politics. And Indonesia now proposes to mix sport with poli-

tics.'"' To Sukarno the Olympic Games were but a tool of the old

established forces who engaged in discriminatory actions against

Asian, African, and Latin American nations. Sukarno stated that

in Indonesia sport was used to further the country's political aims,

namely, world friendship and peace. GANEFO would be a tool to

oppose the old established forces.^* The IOC and the international

federations could not tolerate a sport movement whose aim was

Strictly political, nor one in direct competition with the Olympic

movement.

It was a complicated situation owing to the structure of the

Olympic movement. The only power the IOC had in controlling the

practices of regional contests, such as the Asian Games, was over

the practices of the national Olympic committees. This depended in

large measure upon whether a regional Games sought IOC patron-

age. If this were not the case, the IOC had nothing to do with the

Games unless a national committee went contrary to its rules. If the
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Games did not have IOC patronage they could not be linked to the

IOC. The international federations controlled the athletes in their

respective sports and could withhold permission for the athletes to

take part in certain contests if the contests did not meet their quali-

fications.

GANEFO was not under IOC patronage but was avowedly poH-

tical. The presence of the PRC in the Games, which at least two fed-

erations (the lAAF and FINA, the international swimming federa-

tion) did not recognize, presented problems. If the federation ath-

letes participated against PRC athletes, this would be contrary to

federation rules, and federation athletes would not be able to com-

pete in federation sanctioned contests, such as the Olympic Games.

Fifty states participated in GANEFO, including the Soviet

Union, but the fear of being barred from the Olympic Games pre-

vented most of the participating states from sending official teams.

In general only athletes of less than Olympic caliber were sent. The
Games were hailed as a great success, foiling the forces of imperial-

ism, and were scheduled to take place, Hke the Olympic Games,
every four years. The next GANEFO would be held in Cairo in

1967.

GANEFO was a clear attempt to compete with the Olympic

Games. More important, according to its stated purpose,

GANEFO was to unite the new emerging forces and to emphasize

their presence on the world scene. The absence of the United States

and the Western European states, save France, was a clear indica-

tion of this purpose as well as of East-West estrangement.

GANEFO took place in November 1963, but its impact would still

be felt and would cause problems at the Tokyo Games in 1964.

Before the GANEFO Games in November 1963, the IOC held its

annual general session in October. With the Tokyo Sununer Games
in mind, roughly a year away, the IOC decided that it was prepared

to reinstate the Indonesian Olympic Committee as soon as it had
apologized and "had undertaken to respect the Olympic rules."*'

Since the Games were going to be held in Asia for the first time, the

IOC wanted all the national committees from the area to partici-

pate. The GANEFO Games being held a month later complicated

matters. Not only was there a possibility that Indonesia might not

participate, but also that North Korea might abstain.

The Tokyo Games would mark the first time that North Korea

would participate in the Olympic Games. In 1962 it received provi-
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sional international recognition like the GDR. Under the condi-

tions laid down by the IOC, North Korea was to form a united

team with South Korea, as in the German case. The North Koreans

agreed, but South Korea said such a team was impossible. Impa-

tient with the South Koreans' intransigence, the IOC issued an ulti-

matum to the South Koreans stating that if they refused to form a

joint team, North Korea would be allowed to compete indepen-

dently. They refused and the IOC carried out its threat.

GANEFO had operated without IOC patronage, so the IOC had

no jurisdiction except insofar as any national committees were

mvolved. On the other hand, the Games were carried out through

diplomatic channels, bypassing the federations. In addition two

countries, the PRC and North Vietnam, which were not members
of any federations, had participated. As a result the federations

issued warnings to their national members not to take part in

GANEFO. Several Olympic caUber athletes from North Korea and

Indonesia, affihated members of the two federations lAAF and

FINA, took part anyway. They were subsequently barred from the

Tokyo Games.

In April 1964 Indonesia was still suspended from the IOC and

refused to apologize for its action in the Asian Games. By June,

with the Summer Games approaching, the Indonesian committee

hastily agreed to abide by the Olympic rules and was reinstated.

The athletes from Indonesia, however, who were affihated with the

lAAF and FINA and had taken part in GANEFO, as well as those

from North Korea, were still barred by these two international fed-

erations from participating in the Tokyo Games. At the IOC ses-

sion in Tokyo, right before the Games, several national committees

(the USSR, North Korea, UAR, and Morocco) tried to prevail

upon the IOC to lift the ban on the Indonesian and North Korean
athletes. The reply they received was that it was not the inteation of

the IOC to keep athletes out, but that the rules existed to maiHtain

necessary order. The international federations also had rules which

must be followed by anyone who intended to participate in the

Olympic Games. The IOC respected the autonomy of the interna-

tional federations, but its position was that the national committees

should work to protect the Olympic movement, and therefore

should prevail upon their governments not to interfere in sport.**

The two committees, Indonesia and North Korea, threatened to

pull out their whole contingents if the barred athletes were not
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allowed to compete. They were not and the two committees with-

drew, but only after they had caused much consternation to all

concerned. GANEFO's impact, however, was still to be felt. The

possibility of an alternative athletic movement gaining wide adher-

ents in the non-Western world was very real, particularly in Africa,

and very much a threat to the Olympic movement.

Regional Games for Africa had been planned and were organized

in Brazzaville. Some African states were excluded, notably South

Africa, and consequently the IOC would not issue its patronage as

the ''African Games." The name would have to be changed. In

view of the GANEFO episode, possible alienation of the African

countries through the IOC stance on the African Games might have

steered the African countries into the GANEFO camp. This fear

was voiced by Brundage in a letter to the Marquess of Exeter.

If we want to hold the Olympic world together we must not let these 37

African countries be led into the GANEFO camp, which may easily hap-

pen. Peking, China is very active now in Africa, and Congo Brazzaville has

recently received from it a $20,000,000.00 loan. The Egyptians are organiz-

ing the second GANEFO Games in Cairo in 1967. . . . The Indonesian

Embassy in Switzerland is inviting the National Federations and the Swiss

NOC to a reception on the anniversary of the First GANEFO Games. This

is probably also taking place in other places. The Arab countries and a few

odiers are sympathetic.

...Africa is today a battleground for conflicting political creeds, they

know little about Olympic principles and they are supersensitive anyway.
The fact that we are inconsistent in insisting that they invite a Federation

(South Africa) that we refused to invite to Tokyo has already put us in a
very bad light and will probably drive them all into the receptive arms of

the GANEFO crowd if we are not most careful.'^

Bnmdage's fear was well founded, but the alienation of the Afri-

can countries did not result m a stronger GANEFO. Instead, the

result was trouble in the future for the IOC and the Olympic Games
over the issue of South Africa.

The GANEFO movement intended to divide and fragment the

Olympic movement, to emphasize the political realities of the world

structure, and to dramatize the poUtical ambitions of the new and

nonaligned states. At the same time GANEFO was a product of

East-West estrangement as it existed in the early 1960's. By the time

of GANEFO the Sino-Soviet split had taken place, halving the

Communist camp and creating three power blocs, each vying for
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the attentions of the nonaligned emerging states. This was evident

in GANEFO. The PRC was its main supporter. The Soviet Union

participated* but not enough to jeoparcUze its stature in the Olym-
pic movement. The United States and Western Europe, save

France, did not participate. French participation was illustrative of

France's growing independence with de Gaulle at the helm, reflect-

ing the United States-French estrangement during this time.

The issue of South African participation in the Olympic Games
exemplified the emergence of the new states on the world scene and
indicated the competitive interest accorded to this area by the

industrialized world and by the power blocs. South Africa's partici-

pation in the 1960 Olympic Games had been guaranteed by the IOC
through Brundage's insistent acceptance of the assurances of non-

discrimination given by the Soutii African representative. These

assurances were contradicted in February 1962, when the new
South African minister of the interior, Jan de Klerk, announced

that "the government policy is that no mixed teams should take

part in sports inside or outside this country."^* The meaning was

clear, but the IOC, or at least Brundage, was not convinced. At the

March executive board meeting Brundage noted that the assurances

given in Rome in 1960 had not been carried out, and that the IOC
would communicate with SANOC to get an explanation as well as

confirmation of the earlier assurances.**

The South African government, however, kept up its strict apar-

theid stance, prompting the IOC representative from South Africa,

Reginald Honey, to absent himself from the June general session in

Moscow, for he thought South Africa would surely be suspended.'**

That was not to be, at least for the present. Instead, at the Moscow
session the IOC decided to issue a stern warning to SANOC, stating

that because the assurances given in Rome had not been carried

out, the IOC was informing SANOC that if the government's pol-

icy of racial discrimination did not change before the IOC's Nai-

robi session in 1963, the IOC would be obliged to suspend the

South African conunittee.^*

Subsequent events regarding the holding of the Nairobi session

would set the stage for South African suspension. Nairobi had been

selected as the city for the 1963 IOC general session, the first time

such a meeting was to be held in Africa. The IOC member from

Kenya, Reginald Alexander, had lobbied hard for the IOC to pick

his city in order to show Africa that it was really wanted and recog-
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nized by the Olympic movement. It was one way to avoid fragmen-

tation.^* The city of Nairobi and the Kenyan government were

looking forward to holding the IOC session and were diligently pre-

paring the facilities. By 1963, however, the African countries were

taking a strict stand to discontinue any relations with South Africa.

They declared in an OAU decision that they would boycott any

conference anywhere in the world if South Africa or Portugal were

present (Portugal still had colonies in Africa—Mozambique and
Angola) as they had already boycotted a United Nations conference

in Geneva on labor and education over the same issue. The Ken-

yan government let it be known it was conforming with the decision

of the OAU made in early July 1963, and it would not allow the

South African delegates of the IOC into Kenya for the October

session.'*

Upon receipt of this information, the IOC decided the African

action was discriminatory and could not be tolerated. As a result,

the session was moved to Baden-Baden, West Germany. After the

Kenyan government's decree there was some agitation for expelling

the Kenyan committee. Bnmdage stated, however, there was no
justiHcation for such action. The Kenyan committee, he reasoned,

could not be held responsible for the decision of its government.

Yet the IOC had seen fit to suspend the Indonesian committee and
was threatening the South African committee. Both instances

involved crimes neither committee supposedly had any control

over, whether they agreed with their governments or not. It would
appear the IOC action was not motivated by its charter and by

noble principles but by political expediency, using the charter when
it supported IOC action and conveniently neglecting it when it was

contrary to the IOC's purpose.

The events in Nairobi clearly expounded the African position

and forced the IOC, if it did not want to alienate all of Africa and
numerous sympathizers, to take a stand against apartheid. At the

Baden-Baden session the representatives of SANOC made the IOC
decision considerably easier. They declared that apartheid was

purely an internal matter and no business of the IOC. They would
hold trials outside of South Africa if necessary, though they would
have to be segregated, and the South African government would
grant passports to all worthy nonwhites.^' It was apparent from
government statements and the conditions laid down by SANOC
that the whites of South Africa would not be allowed to compete
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against nonwhites of South Africa in any forum, even the Olympic

Games. Refusing to suspend South Africa outright, the IOC gave

SANOC until December 31, 1963, to change the apartheid policym
sport, or face suspension from the Olympic Games.

The IOC extended the deadline into January, to the time of the

next executive board meeting. In the meantime, the South African

government had restated its position by threatening to introduce

legislation to enforce apartheid in sport. At the executive board

meeting the Marquess of Exeter pointed out to the SANOC presi-

dent that his committee had not publicly and officially disassoci-

ated itself from the government's poUcy, to which the man replied

that the government refused to see the IOC point of view, reluc-

tantly admitting that "his committee had not alarmed the public

opinion on the matter."'* The rest of the executive board agreed

with Exeter's point, declaring that SANOC had not carried out its

obligations. Brundage tempered the decision of the executive

board, stating that some progress had been made and a resolution

to that effect would be proposed to the full session." At the full ses-

sion following the executive board meeting, the IOC voted to

revoke its invitation, agreeing to reconsider if SANOC would

declare its opposition to the government's sport policy. SANOC
failed to do this and consequently did not participate in the 1964

Games.
The IOC action precipitated some international federation and

government action against South Africa. Alex Metrevelli of the

Soviet Union and Istvan Gulyas of Hungary refused to compete

against South Africa at Wimbledon. In consequence, the Interna-

tional Lawn Tennis Federation (ILTF) passed a resolution barring

any racial discrimination in international tournaments. In addition,

in retahation against the Russian and Hungarian actions, it ruled

that any entry to a tournament could withdraw only for reasons of

health or bereavement, or with special permission from the orga-

nizing conmiittee.'* In September the International Table Tennis

Federation met in Prague and censured South Africa. In ©ctober

the Russians proposed that South Africa be barred from three fed-

erations: boxing, swimming, and the lAAF. The Russian proposals

were not passed. The International Soccer Federation did, how-

ever, resume suspension of its national affiliate in South Africa, a

suspension that had been earlier executed in 1962 and then Ufted by

the executive board of the federation in 1963.''
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The IOC decision pointed up the growing world concern over

events in Africa and other emerging areas. This concern was voiced

in extra-political modes, as well, although political motives may
have inhered. One such mode was the granting of aid. Of course

this could take many forms—military, economic, or technical. In

the case of the Congo in the early 1960's, the motive was completely

political due to the involvement of the superpowers. The IOC, for

reasons that will become clear, joined the parade to aid the African

countries by establishing in 1961 an International Olympic Aid
Commission, proposed by Comte de Beaumont ofFrance and Con-

stantin Andrianov of the Soviet Union. The purpose of the com-
mission was to promote the Olympic ideal in such areas as Africa

where it seemed lacking. This was designed to bolster the Olympic

movement and to keep amateur sport free from politics. Unfor-

tunately the Olympic aid program had to compete with the pro-

grams of organizations that did not necessarily share the Olympic
ideals. The Comte de Beaumont, head of the Aid Commission,

related this problem in an open letter to the IOC.

There is no doubt that the whole world is now turned toward Africa and
that the interests of all kinds—in spirit as in quality—mingle there In-

formation coming from different sources have [sic] confirmed our belief

that one expects the International Olympic Committee to fulfill its interna-

tional task in matter [sic] of sport. However the IOC must be aware that

other organizations feel concerned with the development of sport in

Africa, for such reasons that we shall not define here, but the tendency of
which is not necessarily that of the IOC and of its rules. Therefore it is

most important that we do not relax our action, but that, on the contrary,

we make it alive by the pooling of our common efforts in a constant and
constructive prospect."

It was Comte de Beaumont's and Andrianov's idea that the IOC
should do more than merely give encouragement, but any offers of

coaching or of technical aid were derided by the international fed-

erations as being only in their province."' At the same time the

African countries were not content with only moral support. They
requested financial aid, which the IOC could not and would not

give. Andrianov was quite enthusiastic about the aid commission,

but his enthusiasm was viewed with suspicion by other members of

the IOC. In a letter to Brundage, Comte de Beaumont voiced his

fears of the Soviet interest.
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.. .it is my private opinion that the USSR are only keen about this effort in

so far as it is part of their poHtical objective of extending their influence in

Africa, and they see in the IOC a means to that end. We must not forget

that the overwhelming influence of the USSR in the United Nations affairs

has been accentuated by their support of the African States, and we have to

beware that too much influence on the IOC of increased African member-
ship could have the same effect."

The combination of political exploitation, the risk of embarras-

sment of the IOC by any financial considerations, and a lack of

funds spelled the end of the aid commission. At the Baden-Baden

session the residue of the funds for the commission was paid over

to the IOC and put into a special account. The commission was fin-

ished without really having started.

The politics involving the aid commission were symptomatic of

the excessive politicization of the period, which pervaded the Olym-

pics. The problems of GANEFO, NATO, and South Africa

brought to the forefront the necessity of a conunon policy between

the federations, the national conunittees, and the IOC if the Olym-
pic movement were to retain its standing in amateur sport, but all

that ensued was a series of joint declarations for mutual coopera-

tion. The Soviet committee persisted in its proposals for changing

the structure of the IOC. These, in turn, were interpreted as efforts

by the Soviet Union to take over the IOC; they were therefore

turned down.*' On a similar matter there was considerable concern

in the IOC that a bloc existed to rally countries of Eastern Europe.

This feeling had been conveyed before, but in 1961 Brundage

assembled the Soviet members for the Hrst time to discuss the issue.

They categorically denied that such a bloc existed. When the execu-

tive board meeting was convened the issue was brought up by the

French delegate, who mentioned that at each session when the

USSR members made a proposal they were backed by the members
of the Eastern European countries who, "one after the other, raise

from their seat to punctuate their assent." The French delegate

found this type of proceeding somewhat unusual. Andrianov, the

Soviet delegate, replied that no such bloc existed or was necessary.

One after another, the Eastern European delegates rose to confirm

his assertion.'*

An Olympiad would not be complete without some controversy

over China. The IV Asian Games with the denial of Taiwan's par-
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ticipation, plus the GANEFO episode with the PRC's involvement

would have been enough in and of themselves, but one more inci-

dent with a comical side was a factor in closing out the Chinese

problem for the XVII Olympiad. At the Baden-Baden session of

1963 it was decided to allow the athletes from Taiwan to wear

emblems designated "ROC" (Republic of China), but in all other

matters the committee was to be called Taiwan. The Taiwan com-

mittee, when designing the emblem, also placed above the letters

**ROC'' some Chinese script. The committee sent the emblem to

the chancellor of the IOC to get it approved. The chancellor, notic-

ing the Chinese script in addition to the lettering "ROC," won-

dered about its real meaning. The only authoritative Chinese source

in Switzerland was the Chinese embassy in Berne, but this embassy

was the PRC's and not Taiwan's. The chancellor, suspecting that

the script said "Republic of China," which was forbidden, sent the

emblem to the PRC embassy. Sure enough, it said "Republic of

China!" The Taiwan committee was duly notified to leave the Chi-

nese script off the emblem."

The Olympic Games, in addition to being a showcase for nation-

alism that produced much political activity, were becoming a show-

case for business interests as well. The Winter Games of 1964 were

expected to be a great boon to the Austrian economy, provided of

course the Austrian skiers did well. An Austrian trade delegate to

the United States estimated that a good performance by the Aus-

trian skiers would result in a substantial increase in exports of ski

equipment, a large part of the Austrian economy. They had experi-

enced a boom in exports after the 1956 Games, when Toni Sailer of

Austria took the triple crown in skiing, winning all three skiing

events: downhill, slalom, and giant slalom. Even beyond exports,

the Austrians Hgured to increase their major tourist industry by
making Innsbruck, site of the 1964 Winter Games, a sport center as

well as a tourist attraction.**

Another example of the increasing business interest in the Games
was the aspect of donations of equipment and sundry items. In this

case the textile and apparel firms were involved, donating outfits to

the United States Olympic Committee. There had been no real

coordination in the apparel of the United States squad, which had

caused negative comment. In an effort to smarten the appearance

and to bring greater glory to the American "ready to wear" indus-

try, the apparel was revamped. A subcommittee was formed in the
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United States Olympic Committee to meet with dothing represen-

tatives and desi^i a common costwne. For the donation, the indus-

try would receive a favorable public service image, a tax deduction,

an international fashion showcase, and the opportunity to mer-

chandise the article as contributed to" the Olympic team. It was

estimated the dress parade uniforms for the opening and closing

ceremonies would exert a strong influence on high school and col-

lege-age Americans in the fall.*' All this came at a time when the

American textile and apparel industries were beginning to meet

heavy competition from imports.

The aspect of having ^'contributed to'' the Olympic effort was a

very important selling point. With the increasing costs of the

Games, national conunittees as well as the organizing committees

came to rely much more on industry contributions. In turn, such

contributions were seen by industry as beneficial due to the prin-

ciple of positive identification on the part of the would-be buyers.

Here, the element of nationalism became a factor. If the team

should do well, as in the cases of Austria and the skiing industry, or

the American team and its apparel, industry would benefit because

it could market those items as having contributed to the Olympic

team with the connotation of having contributed to the team vic-

tory. This factor is very important in sporting equipment, and large

sums of money are spent by manufacturers to get their products

tried out and identified with the top athletes in international and

Olympic sport. This was a problem for the IOC because of the

question of amateurism. It would develop into a major issue, par-

ticularly in Alpine sport, after 1964.

Meanwhile, problems attendant upon television coverage of the

Games had continued to escalate. By 1964, with the proposed use

of satellite coverage for the Tokyo Games, television had become a
major issue in Olympic discussions not only for the IOC but also

for the federations. The possibility of reaping tremendous revenue

from the sale of television rights to the Games was seen as the pana-

cea for Olympic finandal problems, but with such a panacea came
problems of allocating the revenue. The international federations

were demanding that after the 1964 Games they should receive one-

third of the revenue. Their reasoning was the same as in 1960, that

they were donating their championships to the Games and thus

deserved a share. '° The national committees, the organizing com-
mittees, and the IOC were also demanding shares of the revenue.
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For the 1964 Games the revenue was to be distributed by the execu-

tive board of the IOC to "each according to his need." This scheme

would soon become inadequate and would produce much contro-

versy in the future, particularly as television revenue skyrocketed.

The major issue at the 1964 Games regarding television was over

satellite coverage, mainly because it involved a conflict of interest

between corporate and pubUc/state interests. NBC television had

the American broadcasting rights to the Tokyo Games. Tests were

carried out byNASA and NBC, at United States and Japanese gov-

ernment prodding, as to the feasibility of live satellite coverage.

The Conununication Satellite Corporation was asked by the State

Department, in the national interest, to look into live television

coverage. Syncom III, developed by the Hughes Corporation, was

chosen by the Communication Satellite Corporation as the most

advanced satellite for the purpose, but it still had to be orbited

before the Games and had to be put into place.'' The arrangements

were made, after months of negotiating between foreign and

domestic agencies and companies, to show the satellite coverage on

the American continent and then to fly the broadcasts across the

Atlantic on the same day for European audiences. The White

House said the transmissions, if successful, "would be an out-

standing demonstration of technological partnership by the United

States and Japan. It would be the forerunner of the coming estab-

lishment of the global communication satellite system bridging the

Pacific as well as the Atlantic.*"*

NBC had other plans. They had shown little interest in the proj-

ect from the beginning and took part only at the urging of Averell

Harriman, Under-Secretary of State for PoUtical Affairs. NBC's
plan was to show the opening ceremonies live and to limit the satel-

lite's use after that. Instead, the satellite pictures were to be

recorded for later use on sponsored shows along with pictures

flown from Japan. The fourteen-hour time differential was seen as

a major obstacle because it would interfere with the lucrative eve-

ning program schedules.

As it turned out, the opening ceremonies were seen live on the

East coast of the United States, but were delayed on the West coast

for three hours until 1:00 a.m., instead of the originally proposed

10:00 P.M. showing, because they did not want to interrupt Johnny
Carson's "Tonight Show." The State Department voiced concern

over the matter because coverage of the Olympics was a source of
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Japanese and American national pride and had been hailed as a

ffeat achievement and source of international peace. NBC
annomiced there would be no more live telecasts, despite all the

efforts that had been made. This angered not only the State Bepart-

mcnt and Japan, but also the Hughes Aircraft Company. There
had been an intense rivalry between Hughes, the manufacturers of

Syncom, RCA, the manufacturers of Relay satellites, and AT&T,
the manufacturers of Telstar. All three had vied to be chosen by the

Communication Satellite Corporation. The corporation picked the

Hughes satellite, but RCA owned NBC. NBC also expressed con-

cern over the time differential, notmg that the event would come at

odd times in the United States. The State Department disagreed.

They were concerned that Europe and the Soviet Union might tele-

vise the Olympic pictures before the United States because of the

time differential. This was viewed as a matter of United States pres-

tige." Nevertheless, NBC's programming schedule prevailed.

The XVII Olympiad was characterized by increasing incidents of

nationalism representing the changing face of the nation-state sys-

tem. No longer did only an Eastern and a Western bloc exist,

although their conflict permeated many of the issues and leaders on
both sides still tended to view world affaurs in cold war terms. Now
there was a split in the communist camp, and a split was developing

in the Western camp with the increasing independence of France

and the EEC. In addition the new emerging states were vying to be

heard. The Olympic movement was forced to contend with each of

these power centers while struggling with dissension in its own
ranks. The financial interests were continuing to intrude upon the

Games, and the attendant problems would only increase.

xvm OLYMPIAD (1964-1968) and the 1968 Olympic games

The most controversial issue confronting the IOC and the Olympic
movement during the XVIII Olympiad was the question of South

African participation, not only beoiuse of the immediate political

conflict but because of extrinsic issues that developed around it.

The whole complex of problems reflected the main political events

and trends of the period.

The South African controversy represented the reaction of world

opinion against the exploitation of the underdeveloped areas. Apar-
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theid as practiced by the white ruling regime in South Africa was

widely considered to be an extension of colonialism. The growing

opposition to apartheid by the black African states and by the

world at large reflected not only the emergence of black Africa

onto the world scene at that time, but also the responsive attention

paid to the African states by the rest of the world. The particular

forums of opposition further illustrated the changing organiza-

tional relationships. Regional and global alignments against apar-

theid, such as the OAU and the United Nations, evidenced growing

cooperation in the face of adversity by means of the integration of

states, that is, the formation of larger units for a more efficient

solution to common problems for the benefit of each individual

unit. The focusing of global attention on the problems of Africa

took some of the pressure off other troubled spots in the world,

facihtating a lessening of tension in those areas, such as Europe,

and creating a more conducive atmosphere for the solution of pro-

longed conflicts.

The Question of South Africa

Following most Olympic Games there is a lull in Olympic activ-

ity, which rebuilds gradually to a crescendo in the next Games four

years hence. The aftermath of the 1964 Games was no different.

Certain movements were in the works, however, that would alter

Olympic relationships and would inhibit the IOC's abihty to cope

with various issues. The major issue was South Africa. The deci-

sion that had been taken to exclude South Africa from participat-

ing in the Tokyo Games had no bearing on its continued member-

ship in the Olympic movement. The pressure to refuse South Afri-

can participation had come mainly from within the IOC as a result

of South Africa's intractible attitude toward IOC rules. The indi-

rect threat of an African boycott had not been the foremost con-

cern of the IOC. Following the Tokyo Games the situation had

changed. The South African attitude was as stubborn as ever, but

direct pressure was being applied by the African states.

Early in 1965 a conference was held in Rome by eighty national

Olympic committees to discuss common problems, presenting reso-

lutions to the IOC as a body rather than as individual units, hoping

by this means to get more effective national conunittee input into
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the IOC. Similar movements were developing among the interna-

tional federations and among regional groupings of national com-
mittees, such as those from Africa. At the conference the African

delegates threatened to walk out of the meeting if the South Afri-

can representative, Reginald Honey (also an IOC member), were

admitted. Not wanting to risk aborting the conference, the dele-

gates voted unanimously to bar the South African delegate from

the meeting. In addition, the African national committees pro-

posed a resolution to be presented at the IOC general session in

Madrid later in the year, which called for the complete exclusion of

the South African committee from all Olympic institutions.*^

At the executive board meeting before the general session the

African position was noted; it was also noted that the South Afri-

can national committee had not taken a stand against discrimina-

tion. For this reason, a recommendation to suspend SANOC until

its rules accorded with the IOC*s was presented to the general ses-

sion. The general session ruled that since the laws of South Africa

prevented the observance of Olympic principles, at the next

meeting in 1966 the South African committee would be suspended

and its officials would no longer participate in the meetmgs. Until

the 1966 meeting, as an attempt to keep the national committees in

line, the decision stipulated that at any meetings under the aegis of

the IOC, representatives of all recognized national conunittees had

to be permitted to participate.

The IOC decision was clearly aimed at the South African govern-

ment and did eventually bring certain concessions. At the Rome
general session in April 1966 Brundage tempered the tone of the

meeting and the IOC demands by pointing out that the South Afri-

can committee risked sanctions if it violated its government's laws

of apartheid. He stated, **
. . . we must reexamine the question real-

istically. If we expel them, we shall never see them again. If we sus-

pend them inunediately, this could cause the arrangement that they

are desperately trying to make with their government to miscarry."

He wanted no decision made at that session but preferred that the

issue be considered when invitations were sent out for the Games.'*

In their attempt to conform to the IOC rules, the South African

delegates proposed to form a committee composed of an equal

number of white and colored officials that would concern itself

with the selection of their Olympic team. This committee would be

presided over by SANOC. It was estimated such a move would
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constitute a basis for SANCX^'s continuation in the Olympic move-

ment and was a real step forward. Because of this concession the

IOC decided to put SANOC to the test to see how the committee

would function, deferring its decision until the following year at the

Teheran session. An IOC commission was to be formed to go to

South Africa, investigate the situation on the spot, and report later

at Teheran.''

Brundage's view of apartheid as being a poUtical issue totally

removed from sport** was not shared by all his colleagues. Andri-

anov, the Soviet member of the IOC, disagreed openly. In a letter

to Bnmdage he pointed out that, ''trying sometimes not to take any

notice of the surrounding present-day life, the IOC unfortunately

doesnH pay attention to the existing reality. We can't keep our-

selves away from and shut our eyes to flagrant discrimination on

racial grounds,*' he went on, "under the pretext that apartheid is a

governmental policy inside the [sic] South Africa.""

Brundage's reply is interesting for the contradiction that he failed

to recognize. He agreed with Andrianov that racial discrimination

was denounced by practically everyone, but apartheid was a gov-

ernment pohcy, and the IOC was not concerned with governments

or politics. "There is no government yet that is perfect," Bnmdage
emphasized. '*Our concern is whether the South African OC
[Olympic Committee] can function according to Olympic rules.*'*"®

It had already been noted that the government of South Africa pre-

vented this, and that SANOC would not declare its allegiance to the

Olympic principle of nondiscrimination. It was clearly unwilling

and unable to conform to Olympic principles. A mixed team and

trials were still not forthcoming.

If Brundage and the IOC had their heads in the sand, then so did

the international federations. In July 1966 the Soviet Union pro-

posed the exclusion of South Africa from the International Lawn
Tennis Federation (ILTF), but the ILTF established a "weighted

voting" system, whereby the major tennis playing nations (pre-

dominantly white) would control the majority of votes. As a result,

the Soviet proposal was defeated eighty percent to twenty percent.

The USSR proposed a similar motion in the lAAF, the largest and

most prestigious federation, but the lAAF had also adopted a

weighted voting system. In their organization thirty-seven predomi-

nantly white states had 244 votes and ninety-nine predominantly

nonwhite states had only 195 votes. The motion was defeated.***
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It is interesting to note the origins of the weighted voting system.

The increase of participating members in international sport had

altered the "complexion" of the sporting world. International

sport had been predominantly white-ruled and centered, but the

new members came chiefly from the emerging areas (predomi-

nantly nonwhite) and the white membership in international sport

was being outnumbered. Future voting decisions would probably

favor the nonwhite membership. It would simply be a matter of a

majority of votes in the sense of **one member, one vote." Much
the same process was taking place in the United Nations General

Assembly and subsidiary bodies. The IOC, because of its unique

structure, could delay this trend by appointing its members from

only certain areas of the world. The international federations could

not. In a June 1963 executive board meeting with the international

federations, Brundage commented on this situation. "If we accept

25 new African countries, the countries with a strong Olympic tra-

dition will risk being outvoted," he cautioned. "It would be pru-

dent perhaps to give certain countries with a large sporting popula-

tion more votes than a country only recently affiliated."'"

The IOC, despite its unique structive, was not completely

immune to the trend. The Soviets had proposed the alteration of

the IOC to include representatives from each member committee.

This had been defeated. For the April 1966 session the Soviets were

proposing a modification of this plan by reorganizing the executive

board to include a representative membership from around the

world, with two members from Asia, two from Africa, two from

America, two from Europe, and one from Oceania.'"' In addition

the national committees were lobbying for more input into the

IOC, and movements were afloat to form organizations of national

conunittees for this purpose. The Rome conference, which was
mentioned earlier, is an example. The IOC was concerned about

such movements because of the threat to its authority and the pos-

sibility of political interference. Brundage was particularly con-

cerned, warning that the new African committees simply did not

understand that one could not use sport as a stick for achieving

political objectives, and that the IOC would have to be very care-

ful.'"* The problem was compounded by the fact that because of

general inexperience and lack of money many African governments

had to initiate and administer sport. The instrument chosen for

administering sport was normally a national sport council, govern-
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ment dominated. For purposes of affiliation to the IOC, the sport

councils or their subsidiaries would simply be termed national

Olympic committees.*"'

The fears of Brundage and the IOC were confirmed in December

1966 in Bamako, Mali, when the Supreme Council for Sport in

Africa (SCSA) was formed with thirty-two African states. Its gen-

eral purpose was coordination and promotion of sport throughout

Africa, but its specific objective was the attack against South Afri-

can apartheid in sport. At the founding conference the SCSA
resolved:

. . .to use every means to obtain the expulsion of South African sports

organizations from the Olympic Movement and from International Feder-

ations should South Africa fail to comply fully with the IOC rules.

Finally, the Supreme Council invites all its members to subject their deci-

sion to participate in the 1968 Olympic Games to the reservation that no

racialist team from South Africa takes part, and to ask all national Olym-
pic committees to support the attitude of the Supreme Council for Sport in

Africa.*"

The SCSA was a semi-autonomous subsidiary organ of the OAU
(Organization of African Unity) whose members were not only gov-

ernments but also national Olympic committees, owing to the spe-

cial relationships involved. The motives of the SCSA were obvi-

ously political and were contrary to the IOC. Brundage' s opinions

were clearly anathema to the Africans. What Brundage failed to

recognize was that sport was in fact a terrific stick for achieving

political objectives, particularly when leveled against South Africa,

a country highly sensitive to sport issues. The Africans were cer-

tainly not the first to seek political objectives through the use of

sport. Brundage knew this very well. The Africans were simply the

most recent and, as it would turn out, among the most adept.

Considering the forthcoming Teheran session, the IOC commis-

sion to Africa, and the continuing problems of South Africa in its

sporting relations abroad, Frank Braun, the SANOC president,

made the following concessions for the Olympics: (1) South Africa

would send a mixed team to the Games, (2) all members would

march under the same flag and wear the same colors, (3) South

Africans of different racial groups would compete against each

other at the Games, and (4) a nonwhite Olympic conunittee would
be fonned and each racial group would designate its candidates for
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selection. The IOC viewed these concessions as a definite

improvement. The Marquess of Exeter said it was a very great step

forward and was pleased to hear it. The same sentiment was voiced

even by the nonwhite South African sports circles.**'

The SCSA, however, did not hold the same view. It vowed that

the African states would boycott the 1968 Games if a "racist team"

from South Africa was admitted.'"' The Ethiopian sports director

underscored this when he threatened that if the IOC **dared to

allow" South Africa to participate, his country would definitely

boycott. He called South Africa's new policy "a farce. Braun's

statement was followed by an official government policy statement

made by Prime Minister Vorster, where he substantiated that South

Africa would send a mixed team and would allow nonwhites from

other countries to compete in South Africa against whites because

these contests, he said, involved interstate relations. But Vorster

emphasized that the internal policy of separate development (apar-

theid) would still be enforced.'"

Before the Teheran general session of the IOC, at the executive

board meeting with the national committees, the African national

committees made clear their stand against South African participa-

tion. They said it made no difference whether the black population

in South Africa was inclined to accept the changes; the African

committees would not accept any South African team, mixed or

not mixed, as long as SANOC could not fully comply with all IOC
rules. "Only complete independent Olympic committees could be

recognized by the IOC," and it was their opinion SANOC was not

independent from government interference.*''

Their position was a bit incongruous considering their own rela-

tionships with their governments. Andrianov pointed out that gov-

ernments were not to interfere in the affairs of national committees

and federations, but governmental assistance must be accepted in

countries where only the government had the means to promote

sport."' For the Aifrican committees the distinction was dear.

South African internal policy prohibited SANOC from abiding by

the IOC charter, and this internal policy had not changed.

At the Teheran session the IOC heard Frank Braun's detailed

proposals and decided to make no decision until its Grenoble ses-

sion in February 1968, where it would hear the report of its three-

man conunission to South Africa. The IOC was very much
encouraged.

Meanwhile, the South African question had definitely become an
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international incident. In 1966 the Brasilia seminar of the United

Nations recommended that "all states should refrain from cultural

and sports relationships with South Africa as long as apartheid and

white supremacy prevail in that country.""* In the United States

the American Committee on Africa (ACOA) composed a letter

signed by thirty prominent Americans, including Jackie Robinson,

Arthur Ashe, Roy Campanella, I. W. Abel, Langston Hughes and

Reinhold Niebuhr, to Douglas Roby, president of the United States

Olympic Committee GJSOQ, asking the USOC to commit itself to

keeping South Africa out of the Olympics."' The Fu-st National

Conference on Black Power was held in Newark, callmg for a boy-

cott by blacks of athletics, including the Olympic Games."* The
conference later would demand Brundage's resignation because of

his alleged racism and anti-Semitism, an end to discrimination

against blacks and Jews in the United States, reinstatement of

Muhammad Ali, appointment of an additional black coach to the

United States Olympic team, appointment of a black to the USOC,
and the end of competition between United States teams and those

of South Africa and Rhodesia. '
*^ At a British track and field meet,

the teams from Kenya, Nigeria, Pakistan, and India withdrew,

refusing to compete against the two teams from South Africa—
white and nonwhite.'"

The handwriting was on the wall. Now the decision was com-
pletely in the hands of the IOC. In September the IOC commission,

composed of Lord Killanin of Ireland, Reginald Alexander (who
was white) of Kenya, and Sir Ade Ademola (the only nonwhite IOC
member from Africa) of Nigeria, went to South Africa. In Decem-
ber the SCSA stated that "if, in spite of the country's [South

Africa] segregationist tendencies in sports, the Committee [IOC]

decides to admit it [South Africa] we will withdraw from the world

body.""' Everyone anxiously awaited the Grenoble session.

The IOC Commission report was released on January 30, 1968,

just before the Grenoble session, and was favorable to South

Africa. It stated that from the evidence compiled from sport admin-

istrators and competitors in South Africa, the Teheran proposals

were **an acceptable basis for a multi-racial team to the Mexico
Olympic Games .... Sportsmen of all communities in South Africa

were prepared to accept the selection by the joint body as provided

for in the Teheran statement.'""

All those against South African participation stepped up their
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efforts in opposition. New appeals were directed to Brundage. In a

statement for the American Committee on Africa, Harry Edwards,

a professor from California State University at San Jose, a former

world class athlete and the leader of the black American boycott

movement said:

I am deeply opposed to the presence of South Africans or Southern Rho-
desians as team members or as individuals at international sporting events

or events in the United States if there is any form of racism and on that

there can be no compromise. Black athletes will refuse to participate in the

Olympic Games if South Africa or Southern Rhodesia are permitted into

the Games while racism still exists at any level.'''

Because of the absence of so many delegates at the Grenoble ses-

sion the IOC decided to send out a postal vote on the South African

question. The decision of the delegates was to be based on the fol-

lowing motion:

Having studied the report of the Commission on South Africa, the Inter-

national Olympic Committee notes with grave concern that racially-dis-

criminatory internal poUdes of the South African Government prevent the

National Olympic Committee of that country from achieving fully the aims

of the IOC under Fundamental Principle I of the Olympic code. It is, how-
ever, encouraged that positive efforts by the S.A.N.O.C. have resulted in a
Hrm undertaking to implement the proposals announced at theIOC session

in Tehran in May 1967 whereby a multi-racial team wiU be selected on
merit. It now resolves that the S.A.N.O.C. may enter a team which con-

forms with Fundamental Principle I in the Olympic Games in 1968 in

Mexico and on the understanding that it continues vigorously its efforts to

have all forms of racial discrimination in amateur sport removed, the IOC
will reconsider the question by the end of 1972.'"

By February 15 all ballots were in, and by an absolute majority it

was decided to readmit a mixed South African team to the Games
of the XIX Olympiad in Mexico.'"

Delighted pandemonium broke out in South Africa, but else-

where storm clouds appeared on the horizon. In the United States,

a New York Athletic Club (accused of being racist and anti-Semitic)

track meet was boycotted. The seven member Soviet contingent to

the meet withdrew, and Harry Edwards, the leader of the black

American boycott, in justification of the boycott, stated: '*We

deplore the use of black Americans in the NYAC track meet for the

same fundamental reason that we deplore the exploitation of black
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Americans in the Olympic Games and in Vietnam. These black

Americans are being used to further the racist attitudes of the

USA '"^^ Two days after the IOC decision Algeria and Ethi-

opia withdrew from the Games. The Ethiopian sport director said

the IOC decision was a victory for apartheid, not for SANOC.
"What happens after the Games?" he asked. **Each athlete will

return to South Africa and join his segregated club. What has the

IOC achieved if the status quo is maintained in South Africa after

the Mexico Games?"*" The USSR called the IOC decision a "fla-

grant violation of the Charter of the IOC,**"* but withheld any

action until after the Winter Games. One by one the countries

began to withdraw. A mass exodus was in progress. On February

25 the OAU recommended that all African countries boycott the

Games; two days later the SCSA agreed.*"

By February 28 almost all of Africa had withdrawn and numer-

ous other states were joining the process. The IOC was ridiculed

from all sides. The Belgium Olympic Committee castigated the IOC
for relying on a mail vote on such an important question and

brought up the perennial issue of inadequate national committee

input, noting that the national committees had not been consulted

and that over half were not represented on the IOC. In the United

States the top black athletes, many of whom were world record

holders, were boycotting the Games. On March 6 the Soviet Union

threatened to join the boycott unless an emergency session were

held to reconsider the issue.'"

The Mexico Games were now definitely in jeopardy. Before the

IOC decision Brundage had shrugged off the boycott threats by

telling the American athletes they would not even be missed.

Now the problem was serious. The Associated Press had polled

various national committees to get a consensus view. Most were

against the decision and were hoping the IOC would reconsider.*"

There was a very real possibility only a handful of states would go

to the Games. Of those, large segments of their contingents would

be missing.

The Mexican organizers of the Games were desperate and called

on Brundage to reconvene the IOC. Five members of the executive

board called for a full IOC meeting. Instead, on March 12, Brun-

dage summoned a meeting of the executive board. In the interim he

went to South Africa, ostensibly to visit a game park but also to

confer with South African sport ofHcials and to hint at a voluntary
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withdrawal. Frank Braun told Brundage he would ''rather be shot

in Mexico City than lynched in Johannesburg.*'*"

At the executive board meeting on April 21, 1968 Brundage laid

the situation before the membership—to leave things as they were

or to throw South Africa out. The former was obviously inade-

quate, so only one course was open to the IOC—to withdraw South

Africa's invitation. The question was how? To Brundage, the integ-

rity and dignity of the IOC were on the line. They had to carry out

the action like gentlemen and sportsmen. The subsequent debate

centered around withdrawing the invitation on the rules of theIOC,

but the board wanted South Africa to be able to withdraw grace-

fully. Brundage pointed up the possibility the Mexicans would not

be able to protect the South Africans, to which the Mexican dele-

gate objected. It was decided to recommend unanimously that, due

to the international climate, the executive board was of the opinion

it would be most unwise for South Africa to participate. For this

reason, they requested the IOC endorse the recommendation,

which the IOC subsequently did.'^*

As a result of the reconsideration, the 1968 Games were saved

and the boycotts were called off. The IOC had based its decision on

the international climate, which Brundage elaborated on in an

interview to mean "the present atmosphere of violence around the

world.""' This was to become apparent in Mexico City as the

Games drew near. Lord Killanin, when questioned about the deci-

sion, noted that numerous factors had been weighted, the boycott

threat, the question of the Olympic's future, and possible "inci-

dents" against the South Africans. Killanin said that although the

Mexicans assured the IOC they could guard the South Africans'

safety, they could not guard the South Africans against embarrass-

ments. What all this really implied was a fear of embarrassing the

Mexicans.*** The United States boycotters rescinded theh: boycott

but vowed to make some sort of protest at the Games, ultimately

fulfilling Killanin's fear.

In June, the Mexican organizing committee of the Games
announced that because of the recent resolution passed by the

United Nations Security Council, which stated that all member
states should deny admittance to any person traveling on a Rhode-

sian passport, Rhodesia would be unable to participate in the

Games. It is interesting to note Brundage' s reaction to this devel-

opment. ''Here we have another case," he lamented, ''of throwing
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the Olympic Movement into the middle of an international contro-

versy when the cause is political and has nothing at all to do with

sports.*'*" This is in sharp contrast to a statement Bnindage made
in 1953 regarding the violation of Olympic principles and rules:

If and when a Government determines to take over its national Olympic

Committee there is, of course, very little effective opposition that can be

offered by the national amateur sports organizations. The only correction

for situations of this kind when tiie letter and spirit of the Olympic rules

are not followed is for the rest of the world to refuse to play with countries

which are in violation of Olympic principles.

Apparently because the IOC based its South African decision on

the international climate rather than on a violation of its rules by

SANOC and the South African government, the IOC did not feel

that racial discrimination was in violation of its basic principles. In

any event, the way was clear for nearly full world participation in

the Summer Games.
The South African question and the boycott threat had brought

together numerous events and movements on the world scene. The

opposition of the African states to South Africa's participation

portrayed both substantively and symbolically the Third World
estrangement and anticolonial Hght. Alignment with the black

movement in the United States reflected the dissident voices in the

developed world—the United States, Western Europe, Japan—that

were crying out for internal reforms and against postwar foreign

policies. There had been many student protests and riots in recent

months in Paris, Japan, and the United States, as well as black riots

in the iimer cities, underscoring Brundage's claim and the IOC's

fear of violence or "incidents" at the Games. As it turned out,

Mexican students, who had been striking for months, rioted just

before the Games in protest against the vast outlay for the Games
at the expense of ne^ed internal reforms and social programs.

In the United States, and to a certain degree m Western Europe,

much of the protest was over the war in Vietnam. The linkage of

the black American and African boycotts was, as such, no accident.

The American action in Vietnam was viewed essentially as an exten-

sion of colonialism (imperialism), the very thing the Africans were

fighting in South Africa in the form of white racism. In this con-

nection the Soviet position was significant, as opposed to the

United States position. In the IOC the Soviets had consistently lob-
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bied for the expulsion of South Africa, which was in Hne with the

black African position but contrary to the United States stand. At

the IOC meeting with the national Olympic committees at Mexico

City just prior to the Games, this same alignment on the South

African issue remained despite the cancellation of South Africa's

invitation. The Soviet delegate supported a joint African national

committee proposal for expelling SANOC, while the United States

delegates opposed it. At the Grenoble Games the president of the

Central Committee of Soviet Sports called a special news confer-

ence solely to denounce American "aggression" in Vietnam.'*'

The Soviet Union's position regarding the African boycott of the

Games is interesting for the political cross-pressures it faced. The
Soviet Union never committed itself until it was assured of action.

The Soviet Union could not support the boycott too early for fear

of losing its positionm the Olympic movement, where it had gained

considerable prestige. The Soviet action must be seen in Ught of the

political conditions at the time. The Soviets were in competition

with the West throughout the world to gain the favor of the Third

World countries by supporting their causes. At the same time their

split with the Chinese produced a state of high tension between the

two, similar to that of the early cold war period. In turn the PRC
viewed itself as the champion for the Third World and was in com-

petition with both the Soviet Union and the West for the favor of

the emerging states. The Soviet Union could not totally alienate the

West for fear of creating a coalition of opposing forces. This is

where the African boycott became important. As an editorial in the

New York Times pointed out:

The Russian dilemma involves more than just a decision that may kill the

Games. It bears dhectly on their rivalry with the Chinese for the loyalty of
the left in the underdeveloped world. If Moscow turns its back on Africa

now, in the face of the South African challenge, it would be a migor vic-

tory for Peking, which does not even participate in the Games.'*'

The Soviet Union was forced to play a waiting game and juggle its

foreign policy so as to not upset its position vis-a-vis all the parties

concerned.

The African boycott clearly demonstrated the strength of num-
bers unified into a single force. The African states were able to uti-

lize their collective power through their regional organization, the

GAU, and through the United Nations to achieve the desired
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results. The African's desire to form into a collective whole, in

turn, spurred similar movements in the Olympic system itself, that

is, in the General Assembly of National Olympic Committees, and

the General Assembly of International Federations. The African

integrative movement was but a part of the same trend taking place

all over the world, mainly in the form of economic arrangements

such as LAFTA, EEC, and COMECON. Significant in this trend

was the desire, rising out of necessity, to form arrangements that

went beyond the nation-state. It represented an ideological accep-

tance and sophistication that was rooted in nationalism but that

went beyond a national perspective. A measure of autonomy was

handed over for the collective good and, ultimately, for the good of

the individual unit.

The German Question

As has been indicated, the desire for a joint German team in the

Games was steadily meeting opposition from both German states.

As early as 1962, Willi Daume, the president of the West German
committee, had voiced some apprehension on the continuation of

the plan. For some time the East Germans had been lobbying for

separate representation. The changing climate of opinion in sport

circles followed its counterpart in political circles. The erection of

the Berlin Wall lessened the interest in reunification and further

consolidated the East German state, thereby widening the gap

between the two Germanics. Previously there had been a consider-

able number of defections from the Eastern zone, confounding the

ability of the East German authorities to develop a sense of national

consciousness. The erection of the wall limited these defections to a

small number. The reaction of the Western powers to the Berlin

Wall was a significant change in attitude toward a divided Ger-

many. The Western powers' cries of protest, as opposed to direct

military confrontation, signaled a tacit acceptance of two states.

The East German leaders' change in emphasis, from reunification

to a consolidation of a distinct East German state, was accom-

panied in West Germany after Adenauer's departure by a policy of

reconciliation with Eastern Europe—the building of bridges with

Eastern Europe. This policy was echoed in the conciUatory pro-

nouncement by President Johnson of the United States calling for

healing of the breach between Western and Eastern Europe.*^'
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The Soviet recognition of full East German sovereignty with the

erection of the B^iin Wall faciUtated a reduction of superpower

entanglement in the two Germanies, leaving the problems existing

between East and West Germany mainly to the Germans. The proc-

ess was abetted by the continuing expansion of Soviet and United

States interests in other areas of the world. The Soviet Union was

involved not only in Third World concerns but also in the Sino-

Soviet conflict, decreasing its ability to concentrate as intensely as

in previous years on the European theater. Also, the establishment

of effective military security arrangements (NATO and the Warsaw
Pact) had successfully deterred the threat of military aggrandize-

ment by either side, permitting a consolidation of positions since

the war.

All these factors had progressively altered the attitudes toward

reunification and had a similar effect on the sporting relationships

in the Olympic Games. For the 1964 Games there had been a uni-

fied team, but almost immediately after the Tokyo Summer Games
the East Germans were clamoring for full recognition and separate

participation by 1968. They were joined in their demands by the

majority of the international federations—twenty out of twenty-

four. Several problems persisted. The NATO countries were still

averse to allowing separate East German teams within their borders

for international sporting events and made it plain to the I©C they

expected a joint German team for the 1968 Winter Games in Gre-

noble, France. In addition the problem remained of fully recogniz-

ing the East German committee without conferring on it any politi-

cal recognition. This problem had been solved in the case of China

and Korea—by using a geographic rather than a political represen-

tation for the teams—China and Taiwan, North Korea and Korea.

In 1965, at the lAAF session in Tokyo the East Germans had asked

for the same type of recognition and had received it.'^^

In October 1965 at the IOC general session in Madrid, it became
dear the I@C could not compel a unified team. The West Germans
still advocated one, but theEast Germans were adamantly opposed.

The international federations were also against a unified squad.

France, however, was balking at admitting a separate East German
team. In hght of the IOC declaration that all candidate cities for the

Games had to assure that all recognized national committees could

participate, the IOC was threatening to revoke the Games from

Grenoble. In 1963, at the time of the selection of Grenoble, French

Prime Minister Pompidou had given the IOC his assurance of free-
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dom of participation for all recognized committees, specifying that

it would be "under existing conditions," which the IOC had inter-

preted as meaning under IOC rules. The French specification, how-

ever, meant a united German team.'*' Under the IOC threat the

French government relented and gave assurances that a separate

East German team would be admitted on the strength of Olympic

identity cards. In the IOC a solution was agreed upon whereby

East Germany would receive full recognition, two teams would

compete in Grenoble and Mexico City (as Germany and East Ger-

many, geographic recognition bypassing the political) but both con-

tingents would have a common flag and anthem.'** This latter pro-

vision was interpreted as a conciliation to the Allied Travel Bureau.

After Mexico City the common flag and anthem would be

terminated.

The problem of the name of the committee persisted. The East

Germans, as well as the North Koreans and the Taiwanese, objected

to the geographic description instead of the names they actually

called their committees. Brundage insisted the three questions be

considered together. It had been argued that since all other conmiit-

tees were allowed to use rightful names, to deprive these three com-

mittees of the same right was an act of political discrimination.

Finally, at the Mexico City session in October 1968, the IOC
decided that after November 1, 1968, each would be referred to by

its proper name—East Germany, German Democratic Republic

(GDR); North Korea, Democratic People's Republic of Korea

(DPRK); Taiwan, RepubUc of China (ROC).'*' For the 1968

Games they would participate under their geographic names. The
North Koreans did not like the arrangement, calling it a decision of

the "reactionary ruling circles of the International Olympic Com-
mittee in collusion with the U.S. imperialists As a result

they did not participate in the opening ceremony, refusing to march

under the banner of North Korea. This was a violation of the con-

ditions of the agreement and consequently, on October 14, 1968,

the IOC declared that the agreement for the name change of North

Korea to the DPRK was null and void.'"

It is interesting to note that during the period 1964 to 1968,

throughout the whole drama of the Korean, German, and South

African questions, Andrianov, the Soviet member, stopped refer-

ring to the Chinese situation as a means of supporting his argu-

ments for Korean and German recognition, or even for South Afri-
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can expulsion. Before 1960 Andrianov had consistently referred to

the Chinese question in order to pressure the IOC to expel Taiwan,

^t during the 1960's he was conspicuously silent over the Chinese

issue. Obviously the question of China during the 1960s was not as

compelling an issue as it had been during the 19S0s, except for the

occasion of GANEFO, and there the emphasis was primarily on

Indonesia. Even on that issue, Andrianov was silent about PRC
participation. He did, however, vote against the Mexico City reso-

lution that would change the name of Taiwan to the Republic of

China as of November 1 , 1968. He stated that such a resolution was

in violation of the 1959 resolution, which he said recognized only

one China—the People's Repubhc of China.*"

The IOC and GANEFO

As was the case during the XVII Olympiad, the IOC and the

Olympic movement had to contend with GANEFO during the

XVIII Olympiad. GANEFO II had been scheduled to take place in

Cairo in 1967, with Peking as an alternate site. In September 1965

the second session of the council of GANBFO was held in Peking.

Thirty-nine delegations were present at the meeting. The scope of

GANEFO was expanded to form an Asian committee, which

decided to hold an Asian GANEFO from November 25 to Decem-

ber 6, 1966, m Cambodia. Like GANEFO itself, the Asian

GANEFO was designed as an alternative Games and was strategi-

cally timed to take place at the same time as the Olympic sanctioned

Asian Games.

The Asian GANEFO, underwritten in large measure by the PRC,

Uke GANEFO I, was hailed as a great success. As in GANEFO I,

the majority of the contingents were not official bodies since cer-

tain international federations were equally opposed to Asian

GANEFO and to GANEFO I. The international weightlifting fed-

eration sent out a drcular warning of suspension if any of its affili-

ates participated, since normal channels for invitations had not

been followed (governments were used instead of national sport

federations). Also, Cambodia was not a recognized member, and a

regular affiliate was not supposed to compete against a non-

member. '^^ North Korea officially participated, again getting in

trouble with the lAAF, this time for the 1968 Olympic Games. The
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lAAF suspended the North Koreans, preventing their participation

at Mexico City in the events under the auspices of the lAAF.'"

Unlike GANEFO I, Indonesia sent only fifty-seven athletes to the

Asian GANEFO,'*' presumably because of the overthrow of

Sukarno in 1965 and the attempt to resume an Indonesian Olympic

Conunittee.'" In fact, the Asian Games, which were held nearly

simultaneously with the Asian GANEFO, were refusing Indonesian

entry because of difficulties between that country's Olympic com-

mittee and the Asian Games Federation. The IOC warned the fed-

eration that since Indonesia was back in good standing with the

IOC any refusal would prompt an IOC lifting of its patronage.

The Asian Games Federation complied.

But GANEFO was definitely approaching the end of its exis-

tence. Cairo announced it could not hold GANEFO for financial

reasons. The PRC was in the throes of the cultural revolution,

effectively shutting off that country from any international con-

tact. GANEFO died a quiet death. During its existence, however,

it had posed a real threat to the IOC, especially in the Third World.

Before the first African Games at Brazzaville in 1965, the threat-

ened exclusion of South Africa, Mozambique, Angola, and Rho-

desia raised the problem of a possible conflict with the IOC. The
IOC was concerned not only about the possible exclusion but also

about the fact that if it took action against the Africans it might

drive them into the GANEFO camp.'^' As it turned out, the four

countries mentioned above were excluded. The IOC got around the

issue by taking the stand that since South Africa had not partici-

pated in Tokyo and did not respect Olympic rules, it was not

authorized to participate in the African Games. As for the others,

they were not independent countries.'"

The nationaUsm exhibited by GANEFO presented a real threat to

the Olympics, which was generally associated with the more estab-

lished nation-states and more developed parts of the world. In

Africa, intense nationalism combined with intense superpower

rivalry on the continent made GANEFO a very dangerous force for

the IOC, at least as far as the IOC was concerned. If the IOC alien-

ated the African countries, forcing the superpowers and their satel-

lites to take action commensurate with their interests in Africa, the

potential for destruction of the Olympic movement was very great

indeed. This had ahnost happened over the issue of South Africa in

1968, even with the absence ofGANEFO. In fact, at the announce-

Copyrighted material



1956-1968 111

ment of the Grenoble decision on South Africa, plans were under-

way for a separate set of Games to take place in Africa that year.

Had the IOC not rescinded its Grenoble decision on South African

participation, GANEFO or its equivalent would probably have

been revived, this time superseding the Olympic Games.

Integrative Organizational Forces and the IOC

Nationalism and the threat of GANEFO had its counterpart dur-

ing the XVIII Olympiad in the nationalism of the African coun-

tries. In this instance the amount of government interaction in the

national Olympic committees was so great the committees were but

subsidiary organs of governmental sport bodies. Anticolonialism in

Africa had spurred the creation of a regional alignment based on
the common purpose of combating colonialism. As such, the Orga-

nization for African Unity (OAU) was born in 1963. The OAU, like

other regional organizations, such as the EEC, was at first designed

to cope with specific problems. The integrative effect developed

mechanisms and opportunities for solving other common prob-

lems, thereby expanding the scope of the organization. One such

sphere was the Supreme Council for Sports in Africa, established in

1966 by thirty-two African states whose membership essentially

comprised the national Olympic committees from those states. The
ongoing process in Africa was one of organizational development

extending beyond the national perspective. Similar movements
were occurring throughout the world in numerous spheres of activ-

ity. The Olympic movement was no exception. The Olympic move-

ment, however, because of its unique character as arena/partici-

pant, was susceptible to various international organizational align-

ments as well as reactive to this international organizational

process.

The organizational forces with which the IOC was forced to deal

were the United Nations, NATO, the OAU and its Supreme Coun-
cil for Sports in Africa (SCSA), and, in the Olympic system's own
ranks, the General Assembly of International Federations (GAIF)

and the General Assembly of National Olympic Committees

(PGA). In addition the IOC had to contend with television and
commercial interests in sport and in the Games themselves. Both

the GAIF and its counterpart for the national committees (PGA)
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were a product of the organizational integrative process as well as a

reaction to it.

The activities of the SCSA and the OAU regarding the South

African issue have been discussed. So has the role of NATO as it

pertained to the question of East German recognition and partici-

pation in the Games. The United Nations passed several resolutions

regarding South Africa and Rhodesia, the latter being instrumental

in Mexico's denial of Rhodesian participation in the Mexico City

Games. As the largest international organization, multifaceted and

multipurpose, the United Nations was involved in numerous areas.

UNESCO, through its interest in sport and physical education as

they related to education, science, and culture, created the Interna-

tional Council for Sport and Physical Education (ICSPE). ICSPE's

purpose was to promote study and research from a societal perspec-

tive, integrating the fields of sport and physical education into

modern societal life.'*** In the view of the ICSPE, by virtue of its

affiliation with UNESCO, it was supreme over the IOC. The IOC
was to remain the organization of competitive sport at the regional

and world levels.

The IOC was suspicious of all government-associated sport orga-

nizations. The IOC position was that the ICSPE, like other govern-

ment programs, was designed to supersede it and constituted gov-

ernment interference in the activities of the Olympic movement.

The IOC was particularly concerned about Africa. Most African

Olympic committees had some government influence. Their associ-

ation with the OAU through the SCSA prompted the IOC to warn

the Africans against further government interference by way of the

ICSPE.'" The IOC wanted nothing to do with ICSPE, considering

it like GANEFO to be '*a serious threat for the Olympic

movement."*"

Within the Olympic movement itself there had been efforts

toward closer cooperation between the various bodies—the IOC,

the national committees, and the international federations. For the

federations, the main concern had generally been financial. For the

national committees, the problems were somewhat more compli-

cated. Not only was there a financial concern, especially from the

poorer committees, but there was a general feeling the national

committees were not given sufficient consideration in IOC deci-

sions. This was particularly true of the committees from the Third

World, notably Africa. Because of the lack of a strong sporting tra-
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dition as in the European countries, the financial strains, the

nationalistic fervor, and the opposition to old established traditions

—perceived as linked to colonialism—the African committees were

much more bound to their government apparatus, viewing sport

and their role in it from a perspective different from that of the

IOC. Because of its established amateur tradition, the I®C merely

tolerated the government influence in the African countries, since

intense opposition would have served no useful purpose; in fact, it

would have been detrimental to the Olympic movement. This toler-

ation, however, did not come to grips with the fundamental prob-

lems and issues of the time. The IOC was operating in the twentieth

century with nineteenth-century attitudes and through nineteenth-

century institutions. The same criticism applied to its relations with

the communist bloc committees and to its handling of the problems

of commercialism and professionalism with the Western commit-

tees. In essence, the IOC was out of step with its time. As a result

the federations and national committees were growing restless in

their subsidiary role and confining institutional structure.

During the XVII Olympiad the international federations had

demanded one-third of the television revenues. This demand was

carried over into the XVIII Olympiad. The IOC position remained

the same. It had obligations to four revenue recipients—itself, the

federations, the organizing committee, and the national commit-

tees. In 1966 the IOC came up with a comprehensive table of distri-

bution in which the first million would be divided between the fed-

erations, the national conmiittees, and the IOC. Of the second mil-

lion, one-third would go to the organizing committee, two-ninths

apiece would go to the federations, the national committees, and

the IOC. Of each successive million, the organizing committee

would receive two-thirds, with one-ninth apiece for the other

three.'*' While at first this appeared satisfactory, some federations

later found it totally inadequate and began lobbying for a separate

organization of federations (GAIF) to present the federations' posi-

tions. Ostensibly, the main problem was financial, but the issue ran

much deeper. Sport and the Olympic Games had become profitable

business. The concept and the performance of sport had changed

drastically, in large measure through the dynamics and impact of

the media. Sport was now worldwide. If the federations were to

maintain their status, they had to change and have the ability to

adapt. The financial demands were tremendous, and membership
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fees and solicitations no longer could carry the load. Added sources

of revenue were necessary in order to maintain these worldwide

organizations.

The face of sport was changing along with the face of the world.

The possibilities for profit in sport, especially for those having

mass spectator value, such as soccer, basketball, ice hockey, skiing,

and ice skating, were altering the concept of amateurism to adapt

to the commercial possibilities. The athletes were cashing in and the

federations had to change. The soccer federation, for example,

allowed both amateurs and professionals, but it was the profes-

sionals whom the world followed. The Olympic soccer program

was really secondary, yet the IOC was demanding that the soccer

federation (FIFA) form a separate amateur body. The federation

replied that such a separation would cause serious financial reper-

cussions since the amateur affiHates had no money.'" The same

demand was made of the cycling federation.

The Olympic Games, because of the mass audience and mass

exposure, was a forum very much sought after by all the federa-

tions, but not all federations were allowed to participate, and of

those that did, many did not have all their events included. For the

1968 Games the IOC had limited the program to eighteen sports,

but there were twenty-four affiliated federations and many unafHl-

iated. Each wanted its sport on the Olympic program and more
events for each. Judo was not on the program although it had six

million participants throughout the world.'" Skating was on the

program of the Winter Games, but one of its most popular events,

ice dancing, was not included. The skating federation held its world

championships separately, right after the Games, and they were

quite lucrative. The IOC stipulated that only those federations who
held their world championships at the Games could receive tele-

vision revenue. For such federations as the skating federation,

which was one of the most popular for spectators and received

much media attention at the Games, this rule was an affront. The
IOC position on limiting the Games had been reiterated many times

in the past. The Games were just getting too big, and the recent

decline in the number of candidatures for the Games was thought

to be a serious indication that the Games were becoming too large

and the cities simply could not afford them.*'®

The problems the federations were facing were basically similar.

In fact, they were a product of the problems facing the world at
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large. The increase in the nation-state system, expanding technol-

ogy, the expansion of economic relationships, increase and change

in the transnational economic actors—all these plus numerous

other factors made for a world that was smaller, more complex,

and tremendously dynamic. In light of this, the older institutional

and organizational relationships no longer sufficed. Although the

nation-state system had expanded with the consequent growth in

nationalism, the very forces that produced this expansion also

forced the change in nation-state relationships. A solely nation-

state perspective was no longer adequate to cope with the changing

forces and relationships. States were forced to look beyond their

borders, and give up a measure of autonomy in order to hold on to

what little they did possess. It was a process of organizational

adaptation.

The international federations, as products of similar processes at

work in sport, also felt the need to adapt to the changes. The com-

bination of issues, essentially at variance with the IOC, produced a

movement for an organization of federations to present the IOC
with a unified position on the issues in order to effect change.

Termed the General Assembly of International Federations

(GAIF), this organization was viewed by the IOC as anathema to

the Olympic rules and idea. The IOC would have nothing to do

with it. The IOC stated that it would deal with the international

federations only in the traditional fashion—separately. The IOC
was not opposed to the federations meeting together before their

meeting with the executive board and drawing up joint resolutions.

This was seen as an efficient way of handling the matters that con-

fronted them. A separate organization, however, was seen as an

attempt to exceed federation authority and supersede the IOC. The

federation action was really no different from states joudng

together, for example, to form free trade areas. It was but a part of

a global centralizing process to cope with common problems for the

betterment of each individual unit.

There was some dissension among federation ranks regarding a

superfederation organization. The lAAF was opposed. Its concern

was similar to that of a large nation-state—the fear of a loss of

autonomy commensurate with its size, but unequal to that lost by

the smaller members. The lAAF and other lesser federations

wanted to retain theu: ability to oonsuk with the IOC s^Murately.

The real issue was loss of autonomy, whether actual or not.
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By the close of the XVIII Olympiad the matter was still up for

debate. The IOC would not recognize the GAIF, and there was dis-

sension within the federation community as to the benefit of such

an organization. The IOC still refused a lump sum of one-third of

the television revenue. Since many federations preferred a basis of

division other than their loss of revenue through giving up their

world championships in the Olympic year, the IOC decided to

allow world championships to be held separately in the Olympic

year without the federations losing revenue from the Games. The
IOC also decided to increase the number of sporting events to

twenty-one for 1972."*

If the federations were a product of the changing world condi-

tions, so were the national committees. As noted earlier regarding

the South African question, a special session (General Assembly) of

national committees was held in April 1965 to discuss common
problems and to present joint resolutions to the IOC in their meet-

ing with the executive board later that year. The national commit-

tees' basic complaint was of inadequate representation on the IOC,

a complaint issued by the Soviet representatives some years before.

In April 1966 the IOC set up a coordinating and study committee to

establish the basis for an association of national committees."*

Later in the year, the IOC decided to set up a special section in the

IOC secretariat in Lausanne to deal with increased contact between

the IOC and the national committees. The IOC was trying to head

off any super-organization of national committees apart from the

Olympic structure and traditional mode of conducting Olympic

affairs. The IOC felt the formation of such an organization was

extremely dangerous to the Olympic movement **as inevitably poli-

tics would enter into sports.*'"' Naively, the IOC thought it could

placate the national conunittees by announcing that at its next gen-

eral session in 1967 it would devote one day to the national commit-

tees and one day to a meeting among the national committees.

Obviously, this would not suffice.

The problem of politics was a crucial one, especially considering

that the main protagonists for a permanent organization were the

African committees in conjunction with the communist bloc.

The leader of the movement, however, was Italian, Giulio Onesti,

an IOC member. He and his supporters were adamant in their pur-

pose. Further efforts by the IOC to stem the tide were to no avail.

At its 1967 general session the IOC set up a joint commission to
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advise the IOC, but Onesti was not satisfied, stating that such a

commission had neither the competence nor the right to speak for

the national committees of each region.' He proposed the estab-

lishment of a Permanent General Assembly of National Commit-
tees (PGA) as a more democratically representative organization,

much along the lines of the Soviet proposals for reorganizing the

IOC in 1959. The proposed organization was supported by the

Soviets, Eastern Europeans, Asians, and Africans. The Scandina-

vians, some Latin Americans, Western Europeans, and North

Americans opposed it. At the Mexico City session of 1968, Brun-

dage proposed a tripartite commission, composed of six represen-

tatives from the IOC, six from the national committees, and six

from the international federations, as a means of effecting closer

contact and cooperation between the various groups. It was an

attempt to tie all the dissident claims together and coordinate the

activities and problems within the Olympic structure. The federa-

tions were in favor of it and, in general, so were the national com-

mittees.'^' At a separate meeting, however, the PGA of national

committees had been agreed upon by seventy-seven of the national

committees present, so the question was still unresolved.**®

The same factors affecting organizational change in the federa-

tions and national committees were pressuring the IOC to make
changes in its organizational structure, apart from those dealing

with the federations and national committees. Over a period of

time, up to the 1964 Games, the operations of the IOC had grown
increasingly expensive. The 1964 Games, for the first time in the

history of the modern Games, produced a substantial amount of

money. Even though the IOC was an organization of international

caliber, its staff until 1964 was composed only of the president and

two part-time assistants in Chicago (Brundage's residence), and a
chancellor and two part-time assistants in Lausanne. The increas-

ing expenses and duties of the IOC necessitated increasing the staff

and operations of the IOC. Commissions were created for all facets

of the organization including finance, protocol, press and public

relations, game site selection, and amateurism. Until 1960 the

expenses of the IOC averaged only $10,000 per year for the Lau-

sanne office (the Chicago office of Avery Brundage was operated

at no expense to the IOC). By 1964 expenses had risen sixfold, but

receipts had also increased substantially due to television. More
money could be devoted to expanding the IOC structure to cope
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with the numerous changes and problems resulting therefrom/'* In

fact, the IOC was moving its headquarters in Lausanne to larger

offices in that city to take care of the expansion."*

The same processes of expansion in the world at large were hit-

ting the IOC. Television, as a reflection of increased technology,

had great impact altering traditional relations in various spheres.

The increase in revenue had afforded the IOC the opportunity to

conduct and expand such activities as aid to African sport pro-

grams, distribution of money to the federations and national com-

mittees, structural expansion and diversification, and delegation of

authority to an increased staff. With all these new opportunities

came some drawbacks. The IOC was forced to become a business

with all the problems that follow."' The business of the Olympics

began to take precedence over the traditional orientation of sport

for sport's sake. Instead, a profit and loss mentality began to

emerge and dominate numerous facets of the operations of the

IOC. This attitude extended outward to the federations and

national committees, as was apparent in a letter from Exeter to

Brundage. Noting that the IOC needed money, as did the federa-

tions, Exeter contemplated that *'if the Games were in the USA
there would be likely to be a substantial sum available."*" The

United States provided a lucrative market and the Olympic move-

ment could cash in on it. For the 1968 Summer Games, United

States television rights were sold for $4.5 million,'*' the largest sum
ever and the single largest payment in the world. Future years

would see an unbelievable escalation in the price paid for broad-

casting the Olympic Games. Financial considerations increasingly

occupied IOC sessions, as evidenced by the squabbUng over televi-

sion rights. Not only television rights but also commercial interests

and the problems of amateurism would become more and more of

a factor in IOC business, forcing the altering of rules and changing

the attitudes of amateur sport officials.

The 1968 Olympic Games

As at prior Olympics, the 1968 Games produced some incidents

and scandals that reflected conflicts or trends in the world at large.

The 1968 incidents, however, like those that would follow in suc-

cessive Olympic contests, reflected these conflicts with a darkness
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and intensity that was new. Five major incidents were reflective of

three political trends or conflicts. The Winter Games produced a

conflict over ski manufacturers* names on skis. The Summer
Games had a similar track shoe scandal. Both crises reflected the

increasing commercialism of sport, but in addition they manifested

the increasing role of business as a semi-independent actor in inter-

national affairs and an increasing mentality to view things in eco-

nomic terms. At the Summer Games, Mexican students had rioted

over internal government policies and black American athletes had

protested on the victory stand. Both incidents were related in the

sense that both were expressions of dissent against internal govern-

ment policies. Beyond that, however, both represented the voices

of opposition to the established order and power structure in the

world. Another incident to be mentioned, which occurred before

the Games and had a strong effect on them, was the invasion of

Czechoslovakia. The cold war intruded once more in the Olympics.

The skiing controversy had been going on for some time before

the Games. There had been much concern in Olympic circles over

certain skiers being essentially professionals. The IOC charge of

professionalism gained credence when the international skiing fed-

eration (FIS) altered the entry forms for the Games so that compe-

titors could promise to abide by FIS rules, which were more lenient

than the IOC's on the subject of amateurism, rather than to abide

solely by IOC rules. An agreement had also been reached be-

tween the IOC and the FIS eligibility commission prohibiting trade-

marks on the skis—a move to eliminate excessive advertising. This

was overruled by the FIS council with the claim that covering or

eliminating the trademarks would interfere with the running of the

skis. Furthermore, the skis had such distinctive coloration they

would be recognized anyway. The skiers had been in the habit of

posing for victory pictures with their equipment clearly exhibited.

It was agreed simply to have no victory photographs taken of the

skiers with their equipment. To Brundage the advertising on the

skis was a direct violation of IOC rules. The compromise, essen-

tially imposed on the IOC, was viewed as a threat to the power and

authority of the IOC."' Some members wanted the skiing events

deleted, some wanted the blotting out of the manufacturers' names

on the tops of the skis. It was generally felt that nothing could be

done at that point, the implication being that so much money had

ahready been put into the Games—$224 million^"—and to elimi-
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nate the skiing events, a large part of the Winter Games, would be

to court disaster. The problem would have to be taken up later. As

far as Brundage was concerned, he was not about to associate with

the skiing "amateurs." He refused to attend the events or even to

hand out the medals as was customary.

At the Summer Games a similar commercial scandal occurred,

though it did not really receive much press until after the Games
when its full extent was revealed. It involved two track shoe manu-
facturers—Adidas and Puma. They were the leading track shoe

manufacturers in the world, and their respective owners were

brothers. The companies had originally been one, but through sib-

ling rivalry the company had split into two. Apparently in the com-

petition for sales and advertising, the two had paid track athletes to

wear their shoes. "° In the process of investigation it was revealed

that many manufacturers were in the habit of paying athletes to use

their equipment, and that such payments had become a major

source of income for the athletes.''^ All of this was of course con-

trary to the Olympic rules and principles.

At the Summer Games, in addition to the demonstrations of the

Mexican students which had threatened to cancel the Games, there

were demonstrations by the black American athletes on the victory

stand. After their Hrst and third place finishes in the 200 meter run,

Tonunie Smith and John Carlos of the United States stood on the

victory platform during the playing of the national anthem, black

gloved fists raised defiantly in the air and heads bowed. Their

salute to black power and their protest of United States policies was

seen by the IOC and the USOC as grossly unethical conduct. With-

in thirty hours of their demonstration, the two athletes were sus-

pended and sent home. They inmiediately became martyrs. The
Cubans extended invitations to them and the Cuban 400-meter

relay team sent its silver medals to Harry Edwards, the founder of

the "Olympic Project for Human Rights."*" Of twenty athletes

polled on the United States team, white and black, thirteen were in

favor of the protest, five were opposed, one undecided, and one

had no opinion.'"

The solidarity for the cause was apparent. Not only did the

Cubans support the American athletes' action, but the second place

winner on the platform with Smith and Carlos, Peter Norman of

Australia, wore the button of the "Olympic Project for Human
Rights.'*"* Martin Jellinghaus, a member of the bronze-medal-

winning West German 1600-meter relay team stated: *'I am wearing
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this medal because I feel solidarity not only for them as persons,

but for the movement, the human rights movement.*"'^

Similar demonstrations were made by Americans after Smith's

and Carlos* protest, but none were as dramatic nor did they require

punitive action by the USOC. Harry Edwards had warned before

the Games that some sort of protest would be lodged at the Games.

The resulting action should not have been a surprise. The signifi-

cance of the protests could not be ignored. Combined with the boy-

cott held before the Games, the Mexican student demonstrations,

the Kenyan strategy in the 1500-meter run (see chapter 1), and the

overall Kenyan and African success in the Games, one had to view

the black protest not only as an American protest but as a picture

of the emergence in world politics of alternate power centers. In

conjunction with this, changing attitudes regarcUng world politics

and then* orientation were also involved.

The victory stand protest and the African success at the Games
may have indicated changing political relationships, but that proc-

ess was far from complete, and certain prior political relationships

remained intact. This also was apparent at the Games. Just prior to

the opening of the Summer Games Czechoslovakia was invaded by

the Warsaw Pact countries, making for a dramatic reminder of the

cold war estrangement between the East and the West. A sinular

invasion of Hungary had thrown the 1956 Games mto turmoil.

While the Czechoslovakian invasion did not have the same effect

on the Games as the Hungarian invasion in 1956, there was concern

that Czechoslovakia might not participate, and there were outcries

for the barring of the Warsaw Pact countries—notably by Scan-

dinavia*" and by Emil Zatopek, the great Czech distance runner of

the 1948 and 1952 Games. Zatopek was subsequently stripped of

his position in the Czechoslovakian Communist Party, barred from
membership, and forced to relinquish his position on the Czecho-

slovakian Olympic Conunittee.

Czechoslovakia sent a 100-man contingent, and arrangements

had to be changed in Mexico for the housing of the athletes, origi-

nally the Czechs were to eat in the same dining room with the GDR,
USSR, Austria, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, and Yugoslavia.

Instead, it was arranged for the Soviet Union and the GDR to eat

separately."' The intense bitterness of Czechoslovakia toward the

Soviet Union and the GDR was sharpened by remembrances of

World War II.'"

The Czechoslovakian mvasion almost coinciding with the
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Games, drew an especially poignant contrast between the Olympic

ideal of peaceful competition and the harsh certitudes of combative

repression. It points up, despite the reduction in tensions in

Europe and the East-West conflict in general, the persistent East-

West, United States-Soviet estrangement. The Games, by virtue of

their tremendous visibility, became once again an unwilling forum

for the presentation of world political realities.

The Games of the XIX Olympiad climaxed a period marked by

the emergence of alternate power centers and changing world poli-

tical relationships. The period 1956 to 1968 can be viewed as the

budding of a new global political structure evolving from the

intense cold war era following the war and coming into flower be-

tween 1968 and 1976.
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1968-1976

THE YEAR 1968 MARKED A tuming point in international relations,

just as the year 1956 had marked a similar change a decade earlier.

The United States involvement in Vietnam had become so unpopu-

lar and counterproductive that President Johnson was compelled to

initiate peace negotiations and to reject for himself a further term

in office. The incoming Nixon administration announced the pro-

gram of Vietnamization accompanied by troop withdrawals and

rejected a United States role of world policeman (Guam Doctrine).

'

Under the auspices of Henry Kissinger, Nixon's National Security

Advisor and later Secretary of State, the United States embarked
upon a program of detente with the Soviet Union and China.

In 1967 China had successfully exploded its first nuclear bomb
while still in the throes of the cultural revolution, claiming for itself

a de facto position as a thvd power center to rival both the United

States and the Soviet Union. By the time of the Nixon visit (through

ping-pong diplomacy) in 1972, China was coming out of the cul-

tural revolution ready to embrace its new power position and to

take advantage of the Nixon initiatives. It had been admitted to the

United Nations (1971), claiming its rightful place on the world

scene.

Under the Johnson administration, the nuclear nonproliferation

treaty of 1968 was concluded, setting the stage for further agree-

ments under the new Nixon policy of detente. In the Soviet Union
the reception to detente was expressed in the successful conclusion

of the SALT agreements (1972), in pressing for MFN status, and in

the desire for improved trade relationships with the United States.

{122\
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The process of detente and a more independent line moved for-

ward at a similar pace in Western Europe. Under De Gaulle, France

had retreated fromNATO and in 1%7 had rejected a second British

bid to enter the Common Market. De Gaulle's retirement in 1969

brought to leadership in France men less charismatic but also less

nationalistic and somewhat more "European-oriented." Britain

successfully entered the Common Market in 1973, further binding

the European states. In West Germany, a new poHcy toward East-

ern Europe had been progressing ever since the departure of Ade-

nauer. With Willi Brandt and the Social Democrats at the helm,

this policy became one of detente leading to a succession of treaties

between the Federal RepubUc and its counterpart to the East, the

GDR, plus other Eastern European states.

In other areas, notably the Middle East, a drastic change in rela-

tions with the rest of the world was taking place. In 1967 Israel suc-

cessfully repulsed its Arab neighbors, seizing considerable amounts

of territory in the process. The United States commitment to Israel

had greatly increased over the years, with the Soviet Union's com-

mitment to the Arab cause following the same pattern. A growing

Western European dependence on Arab oil had chilled the Western

European support of Israel, and with the 1973 oil embargo, the

United States attitude toward Israel began to be reassessed. The
economic strength of Arab oil money was altering the foreign poli-

cies of states toward the Middle East and was enhancing the power

of the Middle East in general. Arab oil money was invading

Europe, Japan, and the United States. The Middle East was a

power center to be reckoned with. By 1971 the United States

decided to go off the gold standard and no longer to give gold for

dollars in consequence not only of the growing economic power of

the Middle East but also of changing world economic relation-

ships. ^ The United Sates was no longer as prominent a world power

as it had been.

The winding down of the Vietnam conflict, the Hnal reuniHca-

tion of North and South Vietnam, and the increasing voice of the

Third World in the United Nations and other forums all evidenced

a world power structure diversifying and moving away from the

strict bipolar arrangement foUowing World War II. The year 1968

was a turning point, and these trends would manifest themselves in

the Olympics.
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xa OLYMPIAD (1968-1972) and the 1972 Olympic games

The 1972 Summer Olympic Games held in Munich will probably go
down in history with a notoriety comparable to that of the 1936

"Nazi Olympics."' Both were scenes of Jewish persecution. During

the 1936 Games the persecution was instigated and executed by

Germany. During the 1972 Games the persecution was the product

of forces beyond German control. Eleven Israeli Olympic team

members were murdered by Arab terrorists. The persecution at the

1936 Games, while not sangumary, underscored the deadly assault

carried out on a vast scale outside the Olympic encampment. It is

tragically ironic that such persecution should have taken place in

the same country, but the irony was not lost on the Germans nor on
the Arabs who perpetrated the terrorism. What better place to com-
mit a heinous crime against the Jews, where so many Jews had been

butchered a mere forty years before? What better forum than the

Olympic Games, the great festival of peace?

While the terrorist attack overshadowed all other events at the

Games and pointed up a particular sore spot in international rela-

tions, there were other events during the period illustrative of

changing developments and processes on the international scene.

One such event or issue was the South African/Rhodesian con-

troversy.

SANOC had not been permitted to participate in the 1968 Sum-
mer Games, although they were still bona fide members of the

Olympic movement. The pressure that had been exerted on the IOC
to keep the South Africans out of the 1968 Games increased con-

tinuously after the contests.

At the Mexico City general session of the IOC prior to the 1968

Games, the African national committees had presented a joint reso-

lution calling for the expulsion ofSANOC from the Olympic move-

ment. This resolution had been supported by the Communist com-

mittees as well as those from Asia. The IOC decided to consider the

resolution the following year. In December 1968 the United

Nations General Assembly proposed a resolution calling for all

countries to break off sporting relations with South Africa.^ The
world was clearly aHgning to isolate South Africa.

Early in 1969 the IOC learned that South Africa was using the
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Olympic rings on insignia and stamps to advertise its white South

African Games. At the executive board meeting in April the IOC
censured SANOC for using the Olympic symbols in games "con-

trary to Olympic principles and ideals."' Commenting on the deci-

sion. Lord Killanin warned that such incidents did not bode well

for continued SANOC membership, much less for participation at

Munich in 1972/ The prospect of separate South African Games
inviting only white competitors from predominantly white coun-

tries, using Olympic symbols to sanction the Games, albeit illegally,

raised the ire of the African states. Kenya threatened to boycott the

Conunonwealth Games of 1970 if any states showed up that had

participated in the South African Games. Abraham Ordia from

Nigeria, president of SCSA, said that Nigeria would do the same. A
further threat by SCSA to boycott the Munich Games of 1972 if

West Germany participated in the South African Games prompted

a quick West German reversal. Similar withdrawals by European

countries took place in support of the African position. The Soviet

Olympic Conunittee protested to the IOC and called for individual

states to boycott. Even the United States got involved. First the

AAU prohibited participation by four athletes under its jurisdic-

tion who had been invited to the Games; the United States embassy

in South Africa also denied two state department employees in

South Africa permission to compete. In March United Nations

Secretary-General U Thant called on all states to break their sport-

ing links with South Africa, and in clear reference to Britain and

New Zealand, which had not withdrawn from the Games, the

SCSA warned that any country that participated would bear the

consequences. Britain sent one participant and New Zealand sent a

full contingent, although New Zealand sport leaders professed they

were not going as representatives of New Zealand but only as

individuals.^

The Games took place, but world opinion had swung drastically

against South Africa. The strength of the African countries was evi-

dent, for they were the primary lobbyists against South Africa. It

was almost solely the threat of an African boycott that resulted in

withdrawal by virtually all the invited countries. The African

sportsmen, especially in track and field, had become so prominent

that their absence would have been sorely felt, but it was the great

increase in African political strength that had been the persuading

factor. Unified in a bloc and aligned with other Third World states,
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they elicited a potent political and economic force, especially in

light of the East-West competition. They could play off the two

sides to achieve their own political objectives.

At the 1969 IOC general session in Warsaw, the question of

South African participation would be discussed. In light of world

opinion, Avery Brundage was publicly pessimistic about South

Africa's chances for remaining a member of the Olympic move-
ment. He provoked a stinging rebuttal from Reginald Honey, the

South African IOC member, who was incensed that Brundage

would prophesy the outcome of an IOC meeting before the event.

He professed his faith in his committee's innocence, asserting that

any decision for expulsion would be for political reasons only and

he accused the IOC of having acted illegally for twenty years. ''The

IOC," he charged, ' *is a farce today, as they do whatever they want
and break their own rules every day.'"

Honey's referral to illegalities hit a sore point. The IOC executive

board, when voting to withdraw South Africa's invitation to the

1968 Games, had argued incessantly over the legalities of the issue,

fmaily settling on a decision that had nothing to do with its charter,

much to the chagrin of the membership. If it were going to expel a

member, which was more severe than withdrawing an invitation, its

reasons had better be legally sound regardless of the climate of

opinion. As a result, the IOC requested that the African commit-

tees present a list of specific charges with evidence, while at the

same time the IOC would await a report from the subcommittee on

racial discrimination. South Africa would then be presented with

the charges and would have a chance to refute them. The IOC
decided to take up this discussion at its next general session in

Amsterdam in 1970.'

Meanwhile South Africa's position was becoming more unten-

able internationally. The International Judo Federation refused the

South African White Judo Association's bid for membership, and

the International Wdghtlifting Federation suspended the South

African afHliate.*® At an international gymnastics meet in Yugo-

slavia, the Yugoslav government refused to allow the South Afri-

cans to participate. As a consequence the United States, West Ger-

many, the Netherlands, Canada, and Switzerland walked out in

protest of the Yugoslav action. '

' In July at a US/USSR/Common-
wealth track meet in Los Angeles, because of the presence of ath-

letes who had participated in the South African Games, the Kenyan
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athletes were barredby their government from competing.A month
later Lee Evans, a black American track star, announced that black

American athletes, in solidarity with '*our African brothers,"

would not compete against British athletes until they had agreed to

boycott events with South Africa.

In October, just prior to the IOC executive board meeting with

the national Olympic conmiittees, the fledgling PGA of national

committees, composed mainly of African committees, voted to

recommend the barring of South Africa from future Olympic com-

petition/' This was followed by a vote to prohibit participation by

the South African or Rhodesian delegates in a meeting of the execu-

tive board with the national committees. As a compromise, they

were ahowed to sit as observers.'" This was the first time Rhodesia

had been Hnked to the South African controversy in an IOC meet-

ing, though Rhodesia had been barred from participating at Mexico

City by the organizing committee's adherence to the United Nations

resolution against Rhodesia. It would certainly not be the last time

Rhodesia would be mentioned at an IOC session.

The stage was set for Amsterdam. In the meantime two inter-

national events helped the IOC make its decision. The first was the

banning of South Africa from the Davis Cup tournament, osten-

sibly for refusing the black American tennis star, Arthur Ashe, a

visa to play in South Africa." The second involved a proposed

South African cricket tour of Britain and Northern Ireland.

Demonstrations and riots preceded the tour, prompting the British

government to suggest a cancellation of the visit. This was acceded

to four days after the IOC was to make its final decision.'*

At Amsterdam the African committees presented their charges.

Seven related to discrimination and one pertained to use of the

Olympic symbols for an event contrary to Olympic rules and prin-

ciples. Rebutting the African charges, Frank Braun, president of

SANOC, made an inflammatory speech attacking Brundage and
the IOC. This sealed the fate of SANOC." By a vote of thirty-five

to twenty-eight with three abstentions, the IOC voted to expel

South Africa from the Olympic movement, marking the first time

any such action had been taken against a member."
The issue of sport was just a vehicle for expressing Africa's gen-

eral opposition to the South African policy of apartheid and white

rule. South Africa's intense preoccupation with sport provided an

ideal arena of opposition for Africa's overall campaign, as would
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be demonstrated in the opposition to Rhodesian participation in

the 1972 Games and, conclusively, in the African boycott of the

1976 Games. In essence, sport as such had nothing substantively to

do with the African position against political conditions in South

Africa, but the Olympic Games and sport as a worldwide fonun
determined Africa's mode of opposition.

In March 1971, Rhodesia received an invitation to the 1972 Sum-

mer Games in Munich. West Germany, not being a United Nations

member, had no obligation to abide by the United Nations Security

Council decision of 1968 requesting member states not to honor

Rhodesian passports. This had been the basis for Mexico's refusal

of Rhodesian participation in the 1968 Games. Because Rhodesia

was still a colony of Great Britain, in 1963 the IOC had recognized

the Olympic Committee of Rhodesia as Southern Rhodesia. The
subsequent Rhodesian declaration of independence without British

approval ultimately produced the United Nations sanction of 1968.

In light of these events the IOC still recognized the Rhodesian com-

mittee as Southern Rhodesia, but to facilitate its participation in

Munich the IOC decided in September 1971 to have the Rhodesian

contingent march behind the same flag that had been used in 1964

at Tokyo before the independence movement—a blue flag with the

union jack in one comer. " The athletes would participate as British

subjects. The settlement seemed agreeable to all concerned, in par-

ticular to the British Olympic Association and the SCSA.'®

Some concern, however, had been voiced by the African coun-

tries over Rhodesian participation because of racial discrimination.

Upon investigating the charges, the lAAF said they were un-

founded and that discrimination in sport Hke that in South Africa

did not exist. The teams and competitions in the country were

multiracial and there were more black Rhodesian athletes than

there were white.'* The Rhodesian conmiittee was purportedly not

guilty of contravening the IOC rules. In order to mollify any ex-

tremists, the IOC decided to have the Rhodesian athletes partici-

pate as British subjects. The IOC fdt that because the racial situa-

tion in sport in Rhodesia was different from that in South Africa,

there would be less opposition to Rhodesian participation.

The central issue, however, was not racial discrimination in

sport. The opposition to Rhodesian participation was based on the

general racial situation in Rhodesia and on minority white rule. No
compromise settlement by the IOC would have made any differ-
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ence. The only decision acceptable to the African countries would

have called for the nonparticipation of Rhodesia.

The boycott began in mid-August 1972, just prior to the opening

of the Games. First Guyana withdrew, then Ethiopia, Ghana, Zam-
bia, Tanzania, Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Sudan. Kenya was threat-

ening. If neither Kenya nor Ethiopia participated, men's track and

field would lose at least ten potential medalists out of twenty-four

events."

As in 1968, black American athletes joined in solidarity. The
OAU sent an appeal to the African members on the IOC to press

for Rhodesian nonparticipation." The situation, within days of the

opening ceremonies, had grown desperate. On August 20, the Afri-

cans presented the IOC with a petition stating that the Rhodesians

had not conformed to the September 1971 agreement, contending

that the Rhodesians had entered West Germany on Olympic iden-

tity cards issued by the organizing committee rather than on British

passports. This referral to a violation of the September accord gave

the IOC the opportunity to reverse its decision on a legal basis and

thus to circumvent the discrimination issue, which the Rhodesian

conunittee supposedly was not violating. A Rhodesian Olympic

ofHcial noted sardonically, *'We are ready to participate under any

flag, be it the flag of the Boy Scouts or a Moscow flag. But every-

one knows very well that we are Rhodesians and will always remain

Rhodesians.""

The United Nations Security Council sanctions committee told

West Germany the presence of Rhodesians might violate the 1968

resolution and asked it to inform the IOC that the resolution

applied to individuals and private organizations as well as to gov-

ernments. The West German government, concerned that the issue

might damage its relations with black Africa, pressured the IOC to

reverse its decision.^' Using the passport issue as its pretext, the

IOC in a close vote (36-31-3) withdrew its invitation to Rhodesia."

A crisis had been averted, but much more was in store for the

Munich Games. At hand was a controversy centered once again in

the Third World (the Middle East) but having worldwide impli-

cations.

In previous Olympiads, the cold war had made its presence felt in

one fashion or another. Over the course of successive Olympiads

since the end of the Second World War the cold war conflict had

become less of a factor, reflecting a trend in the world at large.
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Nevertheless competition still existed between East and West, the

United States and the USSR. During the XIX Olympiad, the com-

petition reflected the atmosphere of detente. Germany was no
longer an issue. The two Germanies were participating separately.

The Korean committees were to participate separately as in the Ger-

man case, and the Chinese question had not been an issue for some

time. Even over the question of South African participation the

two sides had a semblance of agreement, though their motives may
have differed. Competition between the two sides centered on nar-

row issues, having httle impact on larger questions.

One such issue was selection of the site for the 1976 Sununer

Games. Both Moscow and Los Angeles had submitted bids. As an

inducement, the Moscow group offered to fly all the gold medal

winners home free.^^ Similar inducements had been offered before

by cities bidding for the Games. Montreal in its unsuccessful bid

for the 1972 Games had offered free room and board for all compe-

titors and officials, stating that (because of Expo '67) Montreal

would have to spend Uttle on facilities and could afford to be gener-

ous.^* Little did it anticipate the subsequent outlay for the 1976

Games! The IOC did not look on such ''attractions'' with much
favor, citing the Montreal inducement for 1972 as hardly ethical.'*

The Moscow offldals claimed that no other dty could offer such

a vast cultural program and the choice of their city would increase

the prestige ofMoscow in the eyes of the world. Constantin Andri-

anov said there were no "political, economic, or sporting reasons

why Moscow should not be chosen." He said the time had come for

the Games to be held in a socialist country and not to be just a priv-

ilege for western countries.'"

Los Angeles officials offered the lucrative American market as

an enticement, prompting the Moscow people to charge the Ameri-
cans with unfair use of "commercial lures.*' The Los Angeles

group offered to reunburse every participating nation for its travel

expenses, its per diem expenses, and to turn back to the IOC and
the various national conunittees an estimated $6 million profit.'*

The Los Angeles officials also felt the American bicentennial would

be attractive. The American market was a strong selling point, par-

ticularly the television revenue. With the facilities Los Angeles had

for all aspects of the Games, the organizers might very well have

been able to turn a profit and reimburse the IOC and the national

committees as they had offered.
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Uncertain security was Los Angeles' major drawback. Because it

was a large area with a heterogeneous population, there was some

concern in the IOC about protecting all the contingents and pre-

venting incidents. The recent Cambodian demonstrations increased

the IOC*s trepidation regarding Los Angeles. One reason for hav-

ing chosen Munich for the 1972 Games was its homogeneous char-

acter and its smaller size—a better atmosphere for security!

The IOC maintained that its choice would depend on what was

best for the Olympic movement. Many felt that what was best for

the Olympic movement came down to a matter of money, prestige,

and convenience. One analyst, Robert Lipsyte of the New York

Times, said the "decision may have been made a long time ago by a

swing bloc that hates or loves smog, vodka, Disneyland.**"

As it turned out the swing bloc hated all three, for the third city

bidding for the Games, Montreal, was chosen. Montreal won on

the second ballot. On the furst ballot Moscow received twenty-eight

votes to twenty- five for Montreal and seventeen for Los Angeles.

On the second ballot Montreal received forty-one to Moscow's

twenty-eight, one being blank. The Soviets immediately cried foul.

They charged there had been collusion between the two North

American cities if either one lost on the first ballot. Sergei Pavlov,

Minister of Sport, said the "secret second ballot was not inspired

by interests of sport and strengthening Olympic ideals." Tass said

Moscow had "clearcut and unquestionable arguments in its favor**

and during the vote some members "proceeded not from principles

of expanding and consolidating the Olympic movement, but from

their personal political Ukes and disUkes.*' Further, Tass said, "it

was the first time that a socialist city nominated its candidacy, and

the rejection of its request cannot but be regarded as a blow at the

Olympic movement and its ideals.'*"

Mayor Sam Yorty of Los Angeles said the vote had strong politi-

cal overtones and he was obviously disappointed, but was glad the

Games remained in the "free world."''* In an analysis of the deci-

sion, Gerry Snyder, vice-chairman of the Montreal delegation, said

the reasons the IOC had picked Montreal were the security situa-

tion in the United States, the fact that the United States had held

the 1932 Games, and the volatility of feeling worldwide toward the

United States over Vietnam. Canada held a neutral stature. The
Soviet Union was too much of a newcomer to the Olympic move-

ment, as opposed to Canada. Montreal did not propose extrava-
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gant offers of financial remuneration, as it had in 1972, whereas

the other two did. The IOC, said Snyder, concerned over its ama-

teur status, felt alienated by such offers."

As the IOC would later state, a major reason for choosing Mon-
treal was to show that a smaller city could stage the Games, com-

pletely self-financed, which Montreal proposed to do. The IOC
hoped thereby to encourage other small cities, particularly in the

developing countries, to bid for the Games. This aspect was

acknowledged by the Dutch Minister of Cultural Affairs, who
stated that the high costs of the Games were keeping smaller cities

like Amsterdam out of the Olympic market. In addition, prefer-

ential consideration had always been given to cities that had been

runners-up in previous selections. Montreal had been runner-up in

1972. Finally, the choice of Montreal eliminated charges of bias by

the IOC toward either the United States or the Soviet Union, even

though Montreal was a western city.

The East-West conflict also manifested itself in a heightened

sense of competition in the Games, pervasive since the end of

World War II and intensified with the participation of the Soviet

Union beginning m 1952. The 1972 Games had been the most suc-

cessful for the Soviet Union in twenty years. The three preceding

Games had not lived up to Soviet expectations, prompting a Soviet

ofHcial to chide the Soviet public that it must get used to losing

upon occasion.^' In 1972 this was not the case, as the Soviet Union

emphasized. Sergei Pavlov, Minister of Sport, gloated, "In 10

sports the Russians were the best and in 15 others, we were ahead of

the Americans.*' Pravda placed special emphasis on East Ger-

many's third place showing in total medals behind the USSR and

the United States, and pointed out that Bulgaria, Hungary, and

Poland outperformed Britain, France, Sweden, and Canada. Kom-
somolskaya Pravda asserted that the results "show to the entire

world the triumph of the personality liberated by socialism."''

Such exclamations prompted the incoming president of the IOC,

Lord Killanin, to disavow such ultranationalistic claims of a better

way of life. **I do not think,** he chided, **it shows you have a bet-

ter way of life if you win a lot of medals.""

The Soviet Union was not alone in utilizing the Games for propa-

ganda or prestige purposes. The United States and other countries

were as guilty. For the United States as for the Soviet Union, con-

sidering the intense rivalry between the two powerful countries with
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opposing ideologies, the prestige to be gained or lost was perceived

as of utmost importance.

In the 1972 Games the United States, for the first time in Olym-
pic history, lost a basketball game. To make matters worse, it was

lost in the finals to the Soviet Union. A basketball defeat was espe-

cially ignominious. The United States lost all the time at ice hockey,

soccer, and other team sports, but basketball was an American
game, and the United States had the best players in the world. They

were all professionals and therefore ineligible, but the United States

sent its college players, who, by and large, were more skilled than

those from other parts of the world, since the colleges were the

farm systems of the professional leagues. In the final game, after

being behind most of the contest, the United States squad surged

ahead by one point with three seconds remaining. The Soviet team

had to go the length of the court in that span of time to score a win.

Through a foul-up with the clock and the rules, the Soviet team was
given three chances to score. On the third try the Soviets succeeded,

ending the United States string of wins and taking away the basket-

ball title. It would not have been so bad had the United States lost

to some other team, but a loss to the Soviet Union was intolerable.

Because of the argument over the rules, a sense of bitterness over

the defeat, and a feeling of having been cheated out of a win, the

United States team refused even to attend the award ceremonies or

to accept its silver medals. The USOC protested the game to the

IOC and FIBA (the international basketball federation). United

States sport circles were so upset over the loss they threatened to

suspend indefinitely any further United States participation in

Olympic basketball.*" The United States media reverberated with

cries of foul play and revenge, which persisted until the 1976 Games
and an ultimate American triumph.

Other countries, to varying degrees have exhibited nationalistic

fervor during the Olympic competitions. In the 1972 Games, a

striking example of this was the controversy among the Alpine ski-

ing countries over the problem of commercialism and professional-

ism, centering on the Karl Schranz scandal. For some time prior to

the 1972 Games there had been much concern in Olympic circles

over the problem of commercialism and professionalism in ama-
teur sport, especially in winter sport and notably in Alpine skiing

and skating. Most of the controversy had centered on Alpine ski-

ing. The decade of the 1960s had seen a tremendous rise in the pop-
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ularity of skiing with a consequent boom in the skiing industry. At

the forefront were the top international competitors. As spokesmen

for the sport, they made great advertising agents. Not only was ski-

ing big business for the manufacturers and sellers of equipment,

but tourist revenues were an important part of the economy of the

countries where skiing was practiced. All parties concerned had

great stakes in the maintenance and growth of the sport.

The IOC did not view the situation in the same light. Because the

sport was no longer amateur, as it defined amateur, the IOC
wanted to restrict the commercialism or eliminate the sport from

the Olympics. Brundage was so soured not only on the skiing situa-

tion but on the Winter Games in general that, in one of his charac-

teristically diplomatic moments, he voiced his fervent hope the

Games would receive a 'decent burial" at Denver, the site for the

1976 Winter Games.*'

For those countries most involved in winter sport—Austria,

France, Italy, Germany, the Scandinavian countries, the United

States, and Canada—any proposal to ehminate the Winter Games
or skiing from the program was blasphemy. As early as 1960 the

Finnish IOC member wrote to Brundage expressing disapproval of

his suggested elimination of the Winter Games. He whimsically

told Brundage that if he eliminated the Winter Games the member-

ship would put him in a Frigidaire.** Not only did the Olympics

reap tremendous economic dividends but, for many countries, the

Winter Games were the one arena in international sport in which

they excelled. To eliminate the sport or the Winter Games was to

hurt both business and national prestige.

For the IOC, the problem of commercialism had gotten out of

hand and the 1968 Games at Grenoble had been **shameful." Brun-

dage, for one, was not going to let such practices continue. In a cir-

cular letter of 1969 he noted the violations at Grenoble, asserting

that because no law in France protected Olympic words and

emblems,^' the Games had been completely commercialized with

such items as "Olympic butter, Olympic sugar, Olympic petrol. . .

.

Purveyors names were attached to every item of equipment and

supplies and even to the entertainments. It seemed a huge business

enterprise instead of another sport event."** Brundage also referred

to the conflict with the skiing federation (PIS) over advertising. He
felt the IOC had been deceived and, worse yet, that individual

skiers had been supported by their federations and national com-
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mittees when they made blatant statements that they were not ama-

teurs. Finally, the expenditures for the Games had become so enor-

mous as to encourage commercialism. "It was reported,'* Brun-

dage wrote, **that the French spent $240,000,000 in connection

with these Grenoble Games and when you consider that this was for

ten days of amateur sport, it seems to be somewhat out of propor-

tion. With that kind of money involved there is bound to be com-

mercialization of one kind or another.*'^'

The Games had become in fact a huge business because sport had

become a huge business. The profits were available for everyone—

the state, industry, the competitor, the sport federations, the

media, and the IOC. Amateurism, as the IOC defined it, no longer

existed, nor was it practical or even desirable. This was bluntly

stated in a report on amateurism made in 1969 by the amateurism

and eligibility commission of the IOC. Their finding was that the

IOC had to change its rules and attitudes or be left out in the cold.

Sport had changed drastically in the past thirty years, not only in

the number of people participating but also in its orientation. Com-
mercialism represented only one aspect of the change. More free

time was available to wider segments of the population, so sport

was no longer restricted to the leisive class. States were creating

opportunities for the inculcation of social values and ideologies

through the medium of sport. Scientific research was investigating

the physiological, psychological, sociological, and biological

aspects of sport. Sport was no longer a simple pastime. It was

becoming an integral and important segment of societal Ufe. The

IOC could not keep its head buried in the sand.**^ As Baron de Cou-

bertin had said, the Olympic movement had to be a part of the

times in which it existed, it had to adapt to its environment.^^ It

could not hope to survive by espousing attitudes and rules of the

past.

The only fundamental change made by the IOC was the loosen-

ing of controls over equipment advertising, financial assistance,

and training periods for competitors. All such matters would first

be subject to the discretion and the rules of the federations and of

the national committees, with final approval residing in the IOC.

The athletes still could not receive remuneration nor could sport be

their basic occupation.'" The IOC had not confronted the central

problem; as a practical matter, championship sport requires nearly

full time attention. Skiers, because they are in competition six
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months out of the year, have no time for an outside occupation.

The other half of the year, at least three months of it prior to the

opening of the season, is devoted to intensive training. For all

intents and purposes, the skiers are professionals.

The FIS tried to adapt its rules to curb the commercialism, but

financial support to the athletes from the skiing industry or through

state subsidy had become essential to the Alpine and Scandinavian

countries* ability to maintain championship levels of performance.

The skiing program in these countries differed in character from

that in the United States, where skiing, though popular, had not

become a major sport. The United States skiing program, privately

financed, had not attained the success or prestige levels of its

Alpine and Scandinavian counterparts. In France and Austria, for

example, the skiing program was state subsidized and the champion

skiers were acclaimed as national heroes. The manufacturers of ski

equipment sought out the athletes, offering them considerable

financial support in return for product promotion. The FIS was

faced with having tacitly to accept much of the commercialism in

order to retain its position while at the same time seeming to follow

IOC regulations.

The problem came to a head at the 1972 Games. In May 1971

Brundage demanded that ten skiers be disqualified for coaching at

a ski camp in California. Six Alpine skiing countries—France,

Austria, Italy, West Germany, Yugoslavia, and Switzerland

—

vowed they would boycott the Sapporo Winter Games in 1972 if the

IOC barred any competitor for alleged professionalism. The Scan-

dinavian skiing countries were expected to join the boycott,*' which

would have made a shambles of the Winter Games. The FIS sent a
letter to the IOC condemning ski camps but noted that the skiers

had received permission from their national federations. The skiers

had received a fifty dollar daily allowance at the camp run by the

Lange Ski Company (IOC rules did not permit remuneration from

teaching sport). As a result ofthe FIS explanation and apology, the

crisis was averted,'" but Brundage remained adamant. He said the

IOC had a list of fifty skiers who had allowed themselves to be

exploited for commercial advertising, and the IOC would control

the entry applications to determine who was eligible. This determi-

nation had previously been the prerogative of the national com-

mittees.*'

By the time of the Sapporo Games the IOC was in a dilemma.
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Brundage was pressing for expulsion of virtually all the skiers. His

committee, seeking to maintain practical objectivity, judged it

imprudent to ruin the Games through exclusion of the skiers. They

argued that it was unfair to focus on the skiers in a punitive fashion

when so many other athletes, such as those from the Communist
countries, made their Hving from athletics. As a compromise, they

barred Karl Schranz, the great Austrian skier, from participation.

Schranz had been the most blatant in parading his name and pic-

ture for commercial purposes."

In response Schranz said, 'The Russians are subsidized by their

own government and all international athletes get help from one

source or another. It's an emphasis on the wrong principle. I think

the Olympics should be a contest of all sportsmen, with no regard

for color, race, or wealth." His argument was to no avail. Schranz

was made a sacrifice to appease an angry president, to save the

Games, and to save the IOC. When Schranz applied for an appeal

to present his case before the IOC, Brundage denied him this

opportunity with a curt dismissal, ''We don't deal with indi-

viduals!""

When Schranz got back to Austria he received a hero's welcome.

One-hundred thousand people thronged the streets to see him. The
populace were incensed over the decision. The American embassy

in Vienna received bomb threats and dozens of protests. A fire was

started at the door of one of the leading members of the Austrian

Skiing Association because it was felt he had not sufficiently pro-

tected Austria's interests. A well-known Austrian industrialist was

singled out for vitriolic attacks because he had cabled a supportive

message to Brundage, an old friend, caihng him "the last pillar of

the Olympic idea." His grandchildren were badly beaten at school,

and his products were boycotted. Schranz was given the Order of

Merit for Sports by the Austrian Council of Ministers, the first to

be awarded.'^ The Austrian team did not withdraw from the

Games, however, only because Schranz persuaded them to stay.

The Schranz incident exempUHed both the nationalism and the

commercialism of the Games and of international sport in general,

underscoring the increasing influence and power of commercial

interests worldwide. The Schranz incident also dramatized the

IOC's repeated failure, in the face of changing conditions and atti-

tudes, to recognize and adapt to the challenges of the times.

For some years the IOC's inflexibility had fostered dissension
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and division within the Olympic movement. The increased demands
on the sport organizations from commercial interests, government

interference, growing financial strains with the prospect of allevia-

tion through television revenue, all put pressure on an organiza-

tional structure that had been conceived at a time when such prob-

lems did not exist or were minor at best.

In order to obtain greater representation in the IOC, two

umbrella organizations had been formed, one comprised of the

majority of the international federations (General Assembly of

International Federations; GAIF) and the other representing the

interests of the national committees (Permanent General Assembly;

PGA). The PGA was established by the vote of 78 out of 127

national committees in Mexico in 1968." These two organizations

addressed themselves to basic dissatisfactions with the IOC. It was

felt that the IOC held itself aloof and was inefficient in meeting the

demands and needs of the federations and national committees,

that there was a lack of dialogue between the IOC and the federa-

tions and national committees, that the IOC was intolerant of fed-

eration and national committee attitudes and needs, that IOC deci-

sions were arbitrary, and that there was not enough cohesion

among the federations and the national committees in working with

the IOC."
The IOC had consistently refused to deal with the GAIF and the

PGA, but during the course of the XIX Olympiad it became clear

that the two organizations could no longer be ignored. The prob-

lems they presented merited attention. If a working relationship

were not defined, a split away from the IOC by the federations to

form their own combined games, or a political takeover of the IOC
were real possibilities.

With regard to the GAIF, the IOC was faced with a fait accompli

and, although the IOC espoused only direct dealing with single fed-

erations, it had to recognize the de facto existence of the GAIF.''

The problems with the GAIF were not as difficult to handle as were

those with the PGA. Since the federations were international and
did not directly represent individual countries, they were more
immune to national politics than were the national committees of

the PGA. The federations each represented a single sport, so their

chief concerns were the propagation and funding of that sport. For

the IOC, the main problems regarding the GAIF were distributing

television revenue, making sure the federation rules not only corre-
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sponded to the IOC rules but also acknowledged the particular

requirements of each sport, and fighting off the biased demands of

each federation for expanding the program of the Games.

The IOC, however, still held an upper hand with the GAIF in the

sense that many federations relied for revenue on the Games as well

as on the national committees and they held their world champion-

ships only at the Games. In addition, by choosing a handful of the

federations' most responsible people for inclusion in IOC member-

ship, the IOC could retain federation loyalty." This process of co-

optation is a common practice among large organizations for main-

taining control. As a result, while the GAIF held de facto existence,

the IOC was able to maintain its authority and to keep the GAIF
operating within Olympic guidelines.

The situation within the PGA was more complicated. The PGA
comprised mainly Third World and communist bloc committees,

each striving for a reorganization of the IOC in order to obtain

greater committee representation (i.e., the Soviet attempts at re-

organization in 1959 and the early 1960s). Under such schemes, a

real potential existed for political control in the manner of the

United Nations General Assembly.

The IOC considered the PGA to be controlled by unscrupulous

individuals out for personal beneflt whose motives undercut the

ostensible purposes of the PGA. The PGA was ostensibly designed

to present the IOC with a coherent program of the needs of the

national committees and to advise the IOC on the problems of the

Olympics. Through it the national committees hoped they could be

better represented in the IOC. The national committees were partic-

ularly concerned with sport aid to the developing countries and

with television revenue for that purpose to be distributed through

an Olympic Solidarity Program. The PGA wanted to control the

television revenue itself. The IOC was committed to distributing

the money to the national committees, but not to letting the

national committees distribute it themselves." Giving the PGA
control of the distribution would give it virtual autonomy and

would establish it as a separate entity eventually superseding the

IOC.

At the 1969 Dubrovnik meeting of the IOC executive board with

the national committees, the communist bloc and the Afro-Asian

committees requested that the IOC recognize the PGA." The
Dubrovnik meeting soured many of the national committees on the
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concept of a PGA, however, because in that forum it became dear
that the controlling purpose was not to fadUtate doser cooperation

but to achieve an autonomous and superior status. A proposal for

PGA control over tdevision revenue was frowned upon by many of

the national committees concerned because it placed revenue dis-

tribution in the hands of the four organizers of the PGA and set no

distribution schedule. In another proposal, Brundage*s suspicion

about unscrupulous motives behind the PGA was confirmed by a

motion to accept a commission report for maintaining the IOC
member selection process, which was contrary to many national

committee objectives. Since Brundage was not running for another

term after 1972, if the PGA maintained the existing selection proc-

ess, the leaders of the PGA, who were also IOC members, woidd be

able to gain control of the IOC for themselves. By restricting mem-
bership in the IOC, any further competition from the many new
members that would be admitted under a revised selection system

could be averted. Both proposals were voted down, but the credi-

bility of the PGA had been damaged.'' As a result, by the end of

the XIX Olympiad, many national committees looked to the IOC
for leadership through the various commissions and programs it

had set up in conjunction with the federations and national com-
mittees for Olympic solidarity.

The event overshadowing all others at the XIX Olympiad was the

terrorist attack at the Munich Summer Games. Arab terrorists,

members of the Black September organization, stole into the Israeli

team quarters at the Olympic Village in the early morning hours,

killing two Israelis and taking nine as hostages. Ambushed at the

airport in their attempt to leave with the hostages, the terrorists

killed all their hostages. Three of the terrorists were taken prisoner;

the rest were killed in the ambush.
The world was stunned and shocked that terrorism could occur

at the Olympic Games during a time of supposed peace and friend-

ship. Fear of future attacks spurred immediate preventive action by
numerous states. President Nixon instituted extra security measures

to protect American dtizens as well as visiting Israelis from possible

Palestinian attacks. European states closed thdr borders to incom-

ing Arabs, stranding many for hours while security checks were

conducted. The Israeli government warned the Palestinian guerilla

organizations and the Arab states that they would be held account-

able for the massacre.
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President Nixon, Western European leaders, and United Nations

Secretary-General Kurt Waldheim began immediate plans for inter-

national action against terrorism. Numerous countries sent condo-

lences to Israel. The press in Prague, Warsaw, and Budapest

deplored the attack, but the Soviet Union was conspicuously silent.

At the memorial service the day after the massacre all team delega-

tions appeared except that of the Soviet Union, and only a few

members from Poland and East Germany attended. East German
television was the only Eastern European network to carry the

entire memorial service.

Demonstrators protested against the Lebanese, Iraqi, Egyptian,

and Soviet missions to the United Nations, and they protested out-

side the Lebanese embassy in Moscow. The Israeli government

made its first retaliatory raid into Lebanon two days after the mas-

sacre, denying any connection between the raid and the terrorist

attack. The following day Israel made sweeping reprisals into Syria

and Lebanon, this time acknowledging the connection.

The complex process had begun toward another major war

between Israel and the Arabs. SufHce it to say here that a major

catalyst, although a year prior to theYom Kippur War of 1973, was

the Munich Games terrorist attack. Following the attack, relations

which had become strained between Egypt and the Soviet Union
were righted. The military presence of the Soviet Union, which had

been cut off by Egypt in June of 1972, was resumed. The Soviets

began to supply the Palestinians directly with arms. The newly

resumed relations between West Germany and Egypt once again

deteriorated. All had augured well prior to the terrorist attack for

progress between the two countries, and a strong West German
influence in resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict had been a possibil-

ity. Now those hopes were dashed.

Israeli raids into Lebanon and Syria increased, as did Palestinian

raids into Israel. Espionage activities were rampant in Europe, real

cloak and dagger affairs including the killing of attaches, agents,

and couriers. Significant throughout this was anti-Arab feeling,

particularly in Western Europe and the United States. A Kuwait

government official, a graduate of Berkeley, commented on the

anti-Arab feeling in the United States resulting from the terrorism

at Munich. "It is one thing,*' he cautioned, "for you in the United

States to take the side of Israel. We think you are wrong, but that is

your choice. It is another thing, however, when you say, you lousy
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Arabs, to hell with you. For that you are going to pay a heavy price

one day.""

Perhaps that price came in 1973 with the Arab oil embargo. This

is coi^ecture, but the fact remains that the terrorist attack at

Munich elicited a worldwide reaction far more extensive and emo-

tional than any that had preceded. The possibility of settlement in

the Middle East had held some prospect before the attack, much
more so than at any time since the 1967 war. After the attack, rela-

tions deteriorated steadily. Perhaps the intention of the terrorists

had been prevention of a settlement that they felt would have been

disadvantageous to the Palestinians. It is hard not to view the

Munich incident as a catalyst, particularly in light of the conditions

existing before it and those that followed. The Olympic Games had

once again become the staging ground, this time in a barbarous

fashion, for a particular political cause. The Munich massacre viv-

idly underscored the unique simultaneity of the Olympics as actor

and stage, participant and arena.

XX OLYMPIAD (1972-1976) AND THE 1976 OLYMPIC GAMES

The XX Olympiad marked the beginning of a new era for the

Olympic system. For the Hrst time in twenty years the IOC did not

have Avery Brundage at the helm. His age and his growing intract-

ability on various issues had increasingly divided the Olympic

world, posing a major threat to the very existence of the Olympic

Games. His successor, Lord Killanin of Ireland, was a younger

man, aware of the cleavage in the Olympic movement and more

amenable to change. During the two previous Olympiads, the IOC
and the Olympic Games had successfully weathered two possible

boycotts of the Games and two separation movements by the inter-

national federations and the national Olympic committees. The

IOC and the Olympic system were not left unscathed, though, and

it was up to Brundage's successor and his fellow IOC members to

heal the wounds and to bolster a flagging movement.

The forces for change in the Olympic movement were the same

forces that were at work in the world at large. For the XX Olym-

piad, these forces continued to gain strength and to press for

change in the world and in the Olympic system. The primary issues

that illustrated these trends were the entry of the People's RepubUc
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of China into the Olympic system and the continued conflict over

South Africa and Rhodesia. Within the Olympic system itself an
entente was reached between the three groups, the IOC, the GAIF,
and the PGA, serving once again to bring the world of amateur

sport closer together.

During the XIX Olympiad the groups had demanded formation

of an Olympic Congress where all three could come together and air

their views. Such an assembly had not been held since 1930. Since

that time the IOC had preferred to meet separately with the federa-

tions and national conunittees in order to deal more efficiently with

each group's particular problems. Both groups increasingly

demanded more input into the conduct of amateur and Olympic

sport, and both were faced increasingly with the same problems of

financing their operations and protecting their independent exis-

tence from political and commercial interests. The IOC reluctantly

agreed to schedule a Congress in the hopes of welding the Olympic

system together again.

The Congress, originally scheduled for 1971, was put off until

after the Munich Games and was rescheduled for October 1973 in

Varna, Bulgaria. The theme of the Congress was ''sport for a world

of peace." A tripartite commission composed of members of the

three sport organizations was set up to coordinate the Congress. In

1968 Brundage had proposed a similar commission to deal with the

problems afflicting the Olympic movement and to provide a forum
for cooperation between the three groups. The 1968 proposal had
been voted down since the federations and national committees

preferred to work separately in the context of their respective orga-

nizations, the GAIF and the PGA.
In addition to the tripartite commission, a program of Olympic

solidarity was estabUshed in 1972 at the Sapporo and Munich ses-

sions of the IOC in order to provide technical assistance to national

committees for building up their sport programs in their respective

countries. The Olympic solidarity program focused primarily on
the developing areas—Africa, Asia, Latin America—where sport

programs were scarce and underdeveloped, and where assistance

was needed if these areas were to become effective international

competitors. Much of the conflict between the IOC and the national

committees had concerned this issue. Recent demands by the

national committees for a status independent of the IOC had come
from the underdeveloped areas in conjunction with the sociaUst/
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communist bloc. The Olympic solidarity program was to include

the president of the IOC, three vice-presidents, and the national

committee coordinator (Giulio Onesti of Italy, the PGA president).

The commission would contact the international federations to

ensure their cooperation with and contribution to the program.

Olympic solidarity would have a special section at IOC headquart-

ers in Lausanne, would be funded out of the national committee's

share of the television revenue, and would create a foundation with

a separate bank account.*'

Through the establishment of the permanent tripartite commis-

sion" and the Olympic solidarity program, and through the tacit

acceptance of the GAIF and the PGA by the IOC, much of the con-

flict within the Olympic system was abated. It remained for the

Olympic Congress to unite the groups into a working basis for a

more cooperative and interactive Olympic system. Under the coor-

dination of the three groups, the key issues discussed at the Con-

gress included eligibility, women's role in sport, the role of the indi-

vidual athlete, and the participation of the People's Republic of

China.

The issue of athlete eligibility for the Games had long been a

bone of contention between the federations and the IOC. The fed-

erations wanted the IOC to adopt guidelines rather than bylaws,

leaving to each individual federation the problem of establishing its

own rules of eligibility, conforming to IOC guidelines but acknowl-

edging the particular needs of each sport. The federations fdt the

problem of determining eligibility for the Games should be left to

the federations and not to the IOC or national committees.*' The
issue of eligibility had become essentially a problem of economics

and politics and, because the federations felt it was no longer pos-

sible to divorce sport from either, each federation had to adapt to

the situation according to the peculiarities of its sport. The IOC,

more open-minded since the departure of Brundage, was somewhat

amenable to this. The Congress moved that the IOC eligibility rule

should be revised and updated.**

Two other resolutions were adopted at the Congress, requiring

that all three groups should consider women members and that

each should explore means of maintaining closer contact with the

athletes. Regarding the former, as a part of the women's move-

ment, it was noted by a female Bulgarian representative at the Con-

gress that there were no women on the IOC and yet there were
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seventy-six women for every man in the world. At the session fol-

lowing the Congress, the membership voted to allow women mem-
bers and then promptly elected four men. Defending the IOC's

apparent disregard of the Congressional resolution, Killanin said

that a woman would probably be inducted in a year or two, but that

he would not support the gimmick of having a woman elected just

to make headlines. If a woman were to be elected, it would have to

be because she would be good for the IOC and not because she was

a woman."
The issue of maintaining closer contact with the athletes was

responsive to the increasing dismay voiced by the athletes, particu-

larly in the United States, over Olympic rules and regulations that

seemed callously impersonal and totally obhvious to the needs of

the athletes. The athletes' needs were considered, if at all, only once

every four years. In the cases of the Israeli athletes during the

Munich massacre and in the sacrifice of Karl Schranz to the dictates

of eligibility, it seemed that the athletes were totally subordinate to

the bureaucracy.

At the Congress several athletes were invited to observe the pro-

ceedings, marking the first time individual athletes had been given

such an opportunity. United States athletes demanded input into

United States Olympic Committee (USOQ operations. As a result

the USOC established the Athletes Advisory Council in 19*73 as an
arm of the USOC to be run completely by athletes.*'

The situation of the athlete in international sport was perhaps

best summed up by the statements of three athletes. Tom McMillen,

an American basketball player on the 1972 American Olympic

basketball team that lost to the Soviet Union in the Hnals on some
controversial rulings, said that unless the current trend were

stopped he foresaw the day when determinations of victory and de-

feat would be made in conference rooms without athletes present.

"After the game,*' he said, ''I felt helpless. There was an utter

futility as others decided which team had won and which had lost."

Donna de Varona, an American Olympic swimmer in the 1964

Games testified, "We have no idea if the Olympic Games can sur-

vive after Canada in 1976. The athletes are disillusioned by the

excessive nationalism and the poHtics. No one pays any attention to

the athletes.'"" Her thoughts were reiterated by an Israeli athlete,

one of the eight to survive the Munich massacre. "Every athlete,"

he said, ''wants to succeed in the Olympics for himself Hrst, and
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only second for his country. The officials, of course, only care

about their countries. They're super-nationalistic. Still, the ©lym-

pics is for the athletes, not the offidals."^^

This was the Olympic creed, but it had been increasingly shunted

to the side in favor of nationalism and bureaucratic infighting.

Brundage*s statement regarding the Schranz appeal, that the IOC
did not deal with individuals, was stark evidence of this. At the

Congress it was emphasized that although the Games ideally had

been established for individuals, in recent years everyone knew that

this was far from the truth. Something had to be done to make the

ideal conform with reaUty or, if possible, reality with the ideal."

The problem was that, historically, the ideal of the Olympics as

being for the athletic youth of the world had never conformed to

reality. Time and again qualified athletes had been denied admit-

tance by way of official rulings for reasons that had nothing to do

with the Olympic creed. A classic case was that of Jim Thorpe. He
participated in the 1912 Games in Stockholm, but because he had

played semiprofessional baseball one sununer to earn money and to

stay in shape, he was stripped of his medals. This dishonor ulti-

mately destroyed his life. He had been unaware of the amateur rul-

ing and his indiscretion was really quite minor. Similar incidents

have demonstrated that the Olympics have been far from a humani-

tarian enterprise and have been clearly an enterprise for the exhibi-

tion of special interests.

The question of the participation of the People's Republic of

China (PRC) in the Olympic Games was a major topic of discus-

sion at the Congress. The reemergence in the world of the PRC had

begun in 1971 with the reappearance of the Chinese table tennis

team at the world championships in Japan. At these championships

the Chinese invited the American delegation to a series of exhibi-

tion matches in China. These matches set the stage for the round of

negotiations between the PRC and the United States, culminating

in the visit of President Nixon the following year.^' This ping-

pong diplomacy" initiated a carefully calculated, step-by-step rap-

prochement by the Chinese with the world of sport and the world at

large. In 1971 the United Nations recognized the PRC and expelled

Taiwan. This facilitated the reexamination of the PRC by the

sporting world.

Early in 1973 the Japanese Olympic Committee, in line with the

Japanese government's recent opening of diplomatic relations with
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the PRC, began writing to various interaational federations and

national committees calling for China's reinstatement in the IOC.

The Japanese committee sought the expulsion of Taiwan and

wanted the cooperation of the federations and national committees

in bringing this about.'* In March 1973, Willi Daume, the West

German vice-president of the IOC, went to Peking to discuss the

possibilities of China's rejoining the Olympic movement. He was

told the PRC would wait sixty-five years, if necessary, before enter-

ing the Olympics as long as Taiwan remained a member of the IOC
and the international federations/* The renewed interest in China,

enhanced by a more favorable political climate toward the PRC,
snowballed in the sporting world. At the GAIF meeting in May
1973, the federations sat down to discuss the PRC's entry into

international competition.

The PRC was a member of only two federations, table tennis and

ice hockey, and only the latter was an Olympic sport. The PRC
approached other federations in an attempt to reenter the interna-

tional sporting arena. In order to become eligible for membership

in the IOC and participation in the Olympic Games, the PRC had

to acquire membershipm at least five recognized federations whose

sports were on the Olympic program, and to establish an Olympic

committee.

The Chinese strategy for recognition was first to approach those

federations that did not have Taiwan as a member. In that way
there would be less of a problem of attaining membership. This

created difficulties, however, for those federations with Taiwan as

a member. In multiple sporting competitions, for example, the

presence of the PRC would confUct with some of the federations'

nonparticipation rules with nonmembers. This problem became
quite clear in 1973 when the State Department proposed sponsoring

a trip of ten United States swinuners to the PRC. In the United

States, the AAU was the national federation that controlled most
of the amateur sport, including swimming. The AAU was also a

member of FINA, the international federation for swimming. Since

FINA had a nonparticipation rule and did not recognize the PRC,
the AAU was compelled to suspend the ten swimmers if they made
the trip, or to risk suspension itself if it did not suspend the swim-

mers or prevent the trip. If suspended, every United States swim-

mer would be inehgible for all FINA sanctioned events, which

included all international swimming competitions.
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The United States government was in a quandary. At the time of

the AAU announcement the Senate happened to be holding hear-

ings on amateur sport in the United States. Harold Henning, then

president of FINA, was called to testify. Senator John Tunney, a

prime exponent in Congress for the revision of United States ama-

teur sport, suggested to Henning that in this case FINA might make
an exception. Henning replied that it was impossible, that FINA
was composed of 103 member states and had reaffirmed the rule on

the PRC three times. Responding in a reproving manner, he said,

"It's come down to an international poUtical situation. We have

invited China to rejoin FINA but they won't unless Taiwan resigns.

And Taiwan isn't resigning. We're not the United Nations.

The United States swimmers went on the trip anyway, all having

decided before the AAU announcement of possible suspension not

to continue their amateur swimming careers. Three of the swim-

mers had been gold medalists at Munich. PRC participation in

international competition was not going to abate. It would only

increase as more and more states desired sporting and other types

of exchanges, and as the PRC began gaining membership in more
federations.

Just prior to the Olympic Congress in October 1973, the execu-

tive committee of the Asian Games Federation, the coordinating

and supervisory body for the Asian Games, voted to admit the

PRC and to exclude Taiwan in the upcoming Asian Games to be

held in Teheran. The motion had been proposed by Iran and Japan

and was passed just after a protest walkout by Malaysia, Indonesia,

Taiwan, and Thailand. It still had to be ratified by the twenty-two

member council.^* The international federations did not look on

the motion with esteem and passed a motion of their own in their

meeting prior to the Olympic Congress, condemning the Asian
Games Federation decision. At the Congress itself they threatened

to withdraw from the Asian Games if thePRC were admitted at the

expense of Taiwan.^'

At the Congress pressure was continued for the inclusion of

China in the IOC and the international sporting world. The Zam-
bian delegate spoke out in favor of including China in the IOC, and

the Japanese delegate reiterated the Zambian's statement when he

said, "It is a shame that a country with one-fourth of the world's

population is excluded from the world of sports." Not to be denied,

the Taiwan delegate responded sharply, calling the speech "purely
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political" and ''un-Olympian." Disgusted, the president of the

International Judo Federation said he was "sick of listening to

propaganda" and stated that twenty out of twenty-six federations

supported the PRC's entry, but not at the expense of Taiwan.'"

The matter was far from settled. Killanin, as spokesman for the

IOC, in his closing speech commented guardedly on the issue. He
reproached the Japanese committee, saying that he did not think it

should be the self-appointed task of one committee to write to the

others recommending the suspension of an Olympic conunittee.'^

Inunediately following the Congress, at the IOC general session,

the IOC position regarding the PRC was further clarified when the

IOC warned the Asian Games Federation that they risked the revo-

cation of IOC patronage of their Games if they proceeded to

exclude Taiwan."

The Asian Games Federation was not to be dissuaded from its

purpose. In February 1974, at the IOC executive board meeting,

the secretary-general of the Iranian organizing conmiittee for the

Asian Games argued that he felt the time had come for China to

match its emergence onto the political scene, by virtue of its United

Nations membership, with a similar "revolution*' in the world of

sport. He thought it ridiculous to have the Asian Games without

the largest Asian country. In an attempt to rally support the Iranian

organizing committee courted Andrianov, the Soviet IOC member,

who was reportedly opposed to IOC patronage of the Asian Games
if the PRC were admitted."

The Iranian organizing committee and the Asian Games Federa-

tion were not alone in their desire for PRC peurticipation. Recent

developments within the international federations had bolstered

their position. Eleven federations had given licenses or permits of

various types to the Games, thereby sanctioning the PRC's pres-

ence at the Games. The IOC decided not to withhold its patronage,

although it deplored the action of the Asian Games Federation in

not inviting a recognized member, basing its decision on the interest

of developing sport in Asia and citing the fact that many of the par-

ticipating federations sanctioned the exclusion of Taiwan.'* The
IOC's action was a break with its traditional rule of withholding

patronage from area games if a recognized member were not

invited or if an unrecognized member were invited. The IOC was in

no position to argue, lest it risk alienating members of the Olympic
movement whom it had been so assiduously courting.

The IOC decision was followed by the admittance of the PRC
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into more federations. In May the weightlifting federation pro-

visionally admitted the PRC, expeUing the Taiwanese." With mem-
bership in the weightlifting federation, the PRC's total membership

in international federations had reached five. The others were ice

hockey, skating, rowing, and volleyball. Later that month the fenc-

ing federation joined the ranks of those federations recognizing the

PRC, and they also turned down Taiwan's application for member-

ship. The International Amateur Athletic Federation (lAAF)

announced that it had agreed to meet with representatives of both

Taiwan and China in July.'^ At the July meeting the lAAF council

(the executive organ) proposed altering the rules to allow a non-

affiliated country to take part in a meet staged by an affiliated

member.*^' With the LAAF ruling, the PRC position in interna-

tional sport was considerably strengthened and Taiwan's became

less tenable.

By 1975 the PRC was a member of nine federations. Although

still not affiliated with the lAAF, the PRC had participated in track

and field meets in Pakistan, Tanzania, and Jamaica and was sched-

uled to compete against Italy, Rumania, Spain, Japan, and the

United States. It had taken part in the volleyball championships the

previous year, and planned to attend the rowing championships

later in 1975. By April 1975, the PRC had formed an Olympic com-

mittee and had applied for IOC membership, stipulating tiiat Tai-

wan should be expelled.** Now it was up to the IOC to decide if the

PRC could participate at the 1976 Games.

The IOC was reluctant to make a decision. The PRC claimed

jurisdiction over all of China including Taiwan, but would not

accept dual membership. On the other hand, the Taiwan committee

had been a member for more than twenty years and now claimed

jurisdiction only over Taiwan. In addition Taiwan was not opposed

to dual membership. In May, at an IOC meeting with the national

conmiittees, forty-two committees spoke on the Chinese issue.

Twenty-five favored dual membership and seventeen favored the

expulsion of Taiwan.*' The PRC was still not affiliated with the

LAAF or FINA, two major federations, but its membership in inter-

national federations had been on the rise while Taiwan's was de-

clining. There was a clear trend toward the integration of the PRC
into international sport, but although the IOC favored bringing 800

million people into the Olympic movement, it could not very well

simply exclude 15 million.

The PRC continued its vitriolic attacks on the IOC and the late
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(April 1975) Avery Brundage, which did not augur well for PRC
membership. Because little was known of China's recently estab-

lished Olympic committee, Killanin decided to pay a personal visit

to both Taiwan and Peking. His trip was ostensibly to inquire if the

committee had met all the rules and regulations of the IOC, but by

making a point of going to both Taiwan and Peking, Killanin* s

proposed visit would obviously attempt a negotiated settlement.

By October 1975 Killanin had not made his fact-finding trip. He
was stalling for time, hoping the situation would blow over. At the

IOC general session prior to the Innsbruck Winter Games, the issue

of Chma was not even on the agenda. It was clear the IOC hoped

the issue would abate. It would not. As the Montreal Games drew

near, the Canadian government voiced concern to the IOC over the

possibiHty that the athletes from the RepubHc of China (Taiwan)

might come to the Games competing under the designation of the

"Republic of China." Canada, having instituted a one-China pol-

icy in 1970, recognized the PRC as the only legitimate representa-

tive for all of China. Canada felt it would compromise that policy

if it allowed the athletes from Taiwan to compete as representatives

of the Republic of China. Peking had formally requested the Cana-

dian government to bar unconditionally the entry of the Taiwanese

delegation. Canada refused to do this, requesting only that the Tai-

wanese delegation compete without reference to the word "China."

Lord Killanin replied on June 8 that the Canadian position was in

"complete conflict" with Olympic principles. Taiwan was a full

fledged member of the IOC and had competed in the Winter Games
and the last World University Gsunes as the Republic of China.'"

The IOC considered the Canadian action to be a breach of its

promise made in 1970, when Montreal was chosen, that no recog-

nized member country would be denied entrance.

Both parties were adamant in their positions, causing consider-

able concern that the Games might be canceled if Canada did not

relent. Nothing was done until July 9, however, just eight days

before the opening ceremonies, when several Taiwanese team mem-
bers were refused entry. Negotiations began between the IOC and

Canada. Canada proclaimed its one-China policy. The IOC insisted

that the PRC was not a member of the IOC, that the Republic of

China was a member, and that under the agreement given by

Canada it should be allowed entry as the Republic of China."

Canada had taken a very unpopular position. The United States

Copyrighted material



1968-1976 153

government opposed the Canadian stand, and the press unleashed

scathing attacks on the Trudeau government. The Canadian Olym-

pic Conunittee was opposed to the government stand. The issue

was noted in the United States presidential race. Ronald Reagan, a

Republican candidate, called the Canadian action **an affront" to

Taiwan." The IOC submitted a compromise plan to Canada—that

Taiwan would march as "Taiwan-ROC" behind a flag bearing the

Olympic rings." The Taiwanese delegation was opposed, demand-

ing to march and compete under its own flag and name, the Repub-

Uc of China.'*

On July 11 the IOC executive board capitulated and announced

that it would submit a resolution to the full session of the IOC that

Taiwan should compete as Taiwan under the Olympic banner."

Killanin called the Canadian action a dangerous precedent for the

future, emphasizing that the IOC had not been forewarned until

May 28, 1976, that Canada had any intention of barring Taiwan's

entrance. Killanin and the IOC maintained, quite accurately, that

Canada's action was totally unexpected and completely political. A
member of the Canadian Olympic Commission referred to the IOC
capitulation as the "blackest day in Canada's history" and went on
to lament that a nonmember country of the Olympic movement
was dictating Canadian policy. President Ford urged United States

Olympic officials to persuade the IOC board to change its mind. In

turn. Ford was accused by the Canadian External Affairs Minister

of "external interference" in Canada's affairs."

The Canadian Parliament was not unanimous on the govern-

ment's stand. In defense of his position, Trudeau retorted to John

Diefenbaker of the opposition party and former prime minister,

"The world has moved on since the right honorable member was a

prime minister.'* Joe Clark, Diefenbaker's successor as conserva-

tive party leader, shouted back, "Yes, it has. In his day commit-

ments were honored." Nevertheless, the government's position was

firm.'^ At the IOC general session the executive board resolution

was approved by the full body in a vote totaling fifty-eight in favor,

two against, with six abstentions.'*

The Canadian stand and the IOC capitulation created such an

uproar in the United States that many called for cancellation of the

Games, or United States withdrawal, or both. Within a few days

before the Games were to open, the Taiwan question was still unde-

cided, the United States Olympic Conunittee was still debating
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whether to participate in the Games, and the PRC was still main-

taining pressure on Canada, attacking the IOC, Taiwan, and any-

one in favor of Taiwan. Bringing to the forefront the Sino-Soviet

dispute, the PRC accused the Soviets of backing Taiwan's bid to

enter the Games, charging that Moscow and Taipeh were working

in collusion. Finally, on the day before the Games were to begin,

July 16, the Taiwanese delegation refused the compromise solution

and did not participate. The United States government was so

incensed over the decision and Taiwan's nonpartidpation that

Henry Kissinger refused to attend the Games.*****

The IOC asserted that Canada had given a guarantee in 1970 and

had not lived up to it, that Canada was mixing politics with sport

and was threatening the very foundations of the Olympic move-

ment. The IOC contended that absolutely no forewarning had been

given. Lord Killanin stated that the May 1976 letter gave the first

indication to him of Canada's possible refusal of Taiwan's entry.

He said that in April 1975, at an informal lunch with Canadian
officials, he had indicated that he could foresee no change in the

status of Taiwan, and that no concern had been expressed to him
by Canadian officials. Taiwan competed at Innsbruck in February

1976 and nothing was said to him. In April 1976, the Canadian

Ministry of Immigration sent out identity cards as travel documents

without exception. Killanin said that in the letter of November 1969

to the IOC, guaranteeing free entry of all recognized Olympic com-

mittees, the Canadian qualification "pursuant to the normal regu-

lations" was not interpreted by the IOC or by Mayor Drapeau of

Montreal as political, pertaining to Canada. The president of the

organizing committee, also an official in the Canadian Department

of External Affairs, was not notified of the Canadian position and
was issuing accreditations to the ROC through June 22, 1976.*®*

The Canadian side of the story was almost totally opposite. The
qualification ''pursuant to normal regulations" had applied to

Canada. At the April 1975 meeting with Killanin, Canadian offi-

cials had advised him of a possible problem if the ROC athletes

tried to represent themselves as such. The matter had been raised at

Innsbruck in February 1976. Taiwan could represent itself as in

1960, under the Rome formula, but since 1970 the consistent Cana-

dian position had been that while people from Taiwan were free to

come on an individual basis, they could not publicly proclaim

themselves as representatives of the government of China. In 1974,
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at the World Bicycle Championships held in Montreal and again at

the pre-Olympic boxing matches in Montreal, the Taiwanese team

had not been allowed to compete. In both cases Taiwan had tried to

represent itself as the Republic of China.

The true situation will probably remain a mystery. It was charged

the PRC had pressured Canada to keep Taiwan out by threatening

to go elsewhere for its wheat. This was flatly denied; that such a

mercenary motive could possibly have been a consideration was out

of the question. The amount of Canada's exports to the PRC
amounted to only one-and-a-half percent of total Canadian ex-

ports, so Canada was not vulnerable to economic pressure from the

PRC. The PRC had urged that Canada bar Taiwan uncondition-

ally, but this Canada had not been willing to do. Taiwan could

compete, but as Taiwan, not as the Republic of China.'*'

The IOC position was pohtically naive and was also at cross-pur-

poses with the concerns of the individual athletes. Obviously, with

all the clamor for PRC participation over several years, to ignore

this trend was to court disaster. To be unaware of Canada's consis-

tent policies, or to believe that the IOC was somehow invincible

and supranational showed a serious lack of political acumen. In

practice this inabihty to keep up with the times made the IOC vul-

nerable to political stresses to the ultimate detriment of the Olym-

pics, of sport, and of the athlete.

The Canadian position may have been politically consistent, but

it had set a dangerous precedent, not only for future Olympics but

for sport in general. The relative merits of Canada's policy were

not the issue. Its policy was not generally known, and its action

appeared arbitrary and politically expedient. The central ideal of

the Olympics was peaceful competition, and the central protagonist

was the athlete. A last minute refusal of entry over something so
trivial as a name was diametrically opposed to the central value of

the Games. It destroyed all that the athlete had worked for and it

lacked humanitarian concern.

In this sense, the Olympics have been at fault for perpetuating

and structuring themselves along nationalistic lines. The unpor-

tance of the individual has become lost in the process. Alas, until

nationalism is taken out of the Games—until the IOC restructures

itself—politics will remain a part of the Olympics. With precedents

such as that set by Canada, the propensity for future political

machinations will increase. Unless the IOC should decide to
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restructure itself along less nationalistic lines, it must conduct itself

with greater political acumen in order to minimize the episodes of

political intrigue and byplay that seriously detract from the sport.

Another major issue that plagued the XX Olympiad involved

South African and Rhodesian participation, but this did not

become an overriding cause until just prior to the 1976 Games.

South Africa had been banned from the Olympic movement for

some time but still participated in sporting exchanges with various

countries. Rhodesia was still recognized by the IOC, although it

had been denied participation at Mimich at the last moment, osten-

sibly because of a passport violation but really because of a boycott

threat.

The African countries, the Soviet Union, and the Eastern Euro-

pean countries continued to press for worldwide severance of sport-

ing hnks with South Africa and Rhodesia. In 1973, the USSR,
GDR, and Czechoslovakia asked for the suspension of South

Africa from the gymnastics federation.'"* Their request was
granted. Because of claims by the African states that the Rhodesian

Olympic conunittee practiced racial discrimination, the IOC
decided in February 1974 to send a fact-finding commission to

Rhodesia.*®^ In late 1974 the United Nations issued another appeal

to the international sport organizations to "cut off all contacts with

racist sports bodies in South Africa. That same year the lAAF
upheld its suspension of South African national teams from inter-

national competition for two years, but the suspension did not

apply to individual athletes competing on their own.'"' South

Africa still remained a member of the Davis Cup tournament, but

was moved to the North American Zone to control the possibility

of a boycott. South Africa did well in competition, and went all the

way to the finals where it was to meet IncUa. India boycotted, pre-

ferring to default rather than to play South Africa. Similar prob-

lems arose m the 1975 Davis Cup competition, this time extending

to Mexico, Colombia, and Rumania. In fact, the only country

promising to compete against South Africa in South Africa was the

post-Allende Chile. Not even the United States would compete

against South Africa within South Africa in Davis Cup play, insist-

ing instead that the competition take place in the United States.

Even New Zealand, a country having a long history of close sport-

ing ties with South Africa, balked at competing. A South African

rugby team was to tour New Zealand, but the outcry was so strong
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against the proposed tour the New Zealand government called off

the tour, dting the very real threat of violence as justification. The
government said, "When it has been clearly demonstrated that all

South Africans have equal opportunity to be selected through

mixed trials, the government would have no objection to a visit by

such a team." The decision was made by the new labor govern-

ment. The previous government would not have called off the tour,

saying it preferred
*

'building bridges to erecting walls.""®

By May 1975, because of the IOC decision to expel Rhodesia

from the Olympic movement,"* it appeared the Olympic Games
would be free of a boycott threat for the first time in three Olym-

pics. In May 1976, that hope was dispelled. New Zealand, whidi in

1973 had stopped a rugby tour by South Africa, was now planning

a rugby tour in South Africa itself. The threat of a boycott was
once again raised, not only by the African countries but by the

Eastern European and Caribbean countries as well."^ The threat

was confirmed when the SCSA threatened to boycott the Olympic

Games or, at least; those events in which New Zealand was
involved. The SCSA cited violations of United Nations resolutions

condemning South African racial policies, and the establishment of

sporting exchanges—softball championships earlier m the year and

the proposed rugby tour—as the reasons for the boycott."'

The boycott threat was particularly galhng to track and field fans

because it involved a classic confrontation between the two top

milers in the world—Tanzania's Filbert Bayi and New Zealand's

John Walker. Tanzania for a year, however, had not allowed Bayi

to compete against Walker for the very reasons cited by the SCSA.
With all the concern over the Taiwan affair, the New Zealand issue

was relegated to a lesser position, but its unpact on the 1976 Games
was devastating. By the time the IOC had capitulated to Canada
over Taiwan, it was deep in the throes of the New Zealand con-

troversy. On July 9 Tanzania said it would not compete ifNew Zea-

land competed."^ TheOAU said its member states would not com-
pete unless New Zealand were banned. Before the Games, the

United Nations anti-apartheid seminar in Havana urged a boycott

if the rugby tour took place. Forty-eight hours before the open-

ing of the Games fifteen African countries sent Killanin an ultima-

tum—send New Zealand packing or they would boycott."^

The IOC was stunned by the African threat. Even the African

members of the committee were opposed to the boycott. The IOC
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protested that it had nothmg to do with the question of a rugby

tour. New Zealand did not practice apartheid; rugby was not an

Olympic sport; the New Zealand Rugby Federation was not affili-

ated with the New Zealand Olympic Committee; and the IOC had

expelled both Rhodesia and South Africa from the movement."'

The IOC did not give in to the African demands and thirty coun-

tries boycotted.

The choices of New Zealand and rugby as targets were blatantly

arbitrary. Why not attack the twenty-six other states that continued

to have sport relations with South Africa?"' In fact, in the midst of

the controversy a United States gymnastics tour of South Africa

was planned."" The 1976 boycott made it clear, as had the 1972

Rhodesian affair and the 1968 threatened boycott, that the ques-

tion of sport or violations of Olympic rules had nothing to do with

the position of the African countries. Sport and the Olympics pro-

vided a convenient forum for the exposition of a social and poUtical

cause, which went far beyond sport.

During the XX Olympiad, in addition to the major issues ofPRC
participation and the New Zealand affair, other incidents or events

reflected global poUtical controversies or trends. As was the case

during the XIX Olympiad, the United States and the Soviet Union
were vying for selection as the site for future Olympic Games. This

time Los Angeles and Moscow were the only bidders for the 1980

Summer Games. Moscow had come in second for the 1976 Games
and was the favorite for the 1980 Games, but recent events at the

World University Games held in Moscow had sent a torrent of pro-

test against Moscow as the choice for the 1980 Games.

At the University Games the Israeli athletes were jeered and

harassed by Russians, though the Russian Jews helped to create dis-

harmony by displaying Israeli flags and by being overtly antagonis-

tic. It was reported that Soviet officials did little to restrain the

mobs that harassed the Israelis and attacked the Russian Jews.*^*

The Soviet government was in a dilemma. On the one hand they

wanted to show they could handle major international events, with

their bid for the 1980 Games in mind, on the other hand they felt

they could not tolerate such open support of the Israeli presence by

the Russian Jews. As a result, they invited Yassir Arafat to the

Games, the leader of the Palestine Liberation Organization, and his

presence was widely publicized. The Soviets tolerated an initial frat-

ernization between the Israeh athletes and the Soviet Jews, but then
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they isolated the Israeli team, citing security measures as justifica-

tion to prevent another Munich affair. Yigal Allon, the Israeli for-

eipi nunister, called the Soviet action "racism and anti-Semitism"

and said the Soviet Union should not host the 1980 Games/''

Similar remarks and statements were made in the United States.

Forty Congressmen sent a letter to the IOC protesting a proposed

designation of Moscow for 1980.'" The United States Olympic

Committee publicly opposed Moscow on the basis of the University

Games experience/ Of course it had its own candidacy and could

not very well support the opposition. The Los Angeles Organizing

Committee submitted its bid to the IOC, playing up the aspect of

freedom of movement and of the press without reservations, and

promising to protect all athletes, ofHcials, and spectators from
harm or harassment by political demonstrations.*'^ All was to no
avail. Moscow was chosen. The IOC was not impressed with the

Los Angeles inducements. Events at the Asian Games and at other

past venues had shown the IOC that if there were to be political

demonstrations little could be done to stop them. The overriding

consideration for the IOC was an efficient running of the Games,

whic^ Moscow promised. Perhaps most important was that the

Games would go for the first time to a Sodalist state. The IOC
always sought to open up the Games and to expand the Olympic

movement around the world. Thus it had given the Games to Mex-
ico in 1968, the first Latin American and underdeveloped country,

to Japan in 1964, the first Asian country, and to Melbourne in

1956. It is perhaps significant that Moscow was awarded the 1980

Games in an era of detente. As the Moscow mayor said, "We
learned from our mistakes in 1970, and the world's atmosphere has

relaxed since then.
'

"

The atmosphere had not relaxed in the Middle East. The 1973

war had only heightened tensions and this was reflected in sport. At
the Asian Games in September 1974, Taiwan was ousted. ThePRC,
Pakistan, North Korea, Kuwait and others refused to compete

against Israel, and the Asian Soccer Federation, which Israel had

helped to form in 1956, voted seventeen to thirteen with six absten-

tions to oust Israel from the federation.'" Most of those voting

against Israel were Moslem or Middle Eastern countries.

Similar incidents elsewhere reflected world tensions. At the

world wrestling championships, in October 1974, Albanian wres-

tlers refused to compete against Russian wrestlers.^" At the Asian
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Games, the North Koreans refused to compete against the South

Koreans in basketball, but agreed to compete in volleyball because

a net separated the two teams.'" At the Pan-American Games in

Mexico in October 1975, the American athletes and President Eche-

verria of Mexico were jeered while the Cuban athletes were

cheered/'" At the 1976 Winter Games in Innsbruck, in response to

objections by the Soviet-bloc, the IOC withdrew accreditation of

Radio Free Europe to cover the Games. In a message to Lord Kil-

kuiin. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger of the United States,

called the action a ''craven capitulation to the Communist coun-

tries" and said the exclusion was contrary to the intent and spirit of

the Helsinki Accord. Through it all the IOC and the federations

stood helplessly by, deploring the actions and issuing threats of dis-

qualification or suspension.''^ No action was ever taken by the

sport organizations for the infractions.

By the XX Olympiad, not only had politics and nationalism

become a prominent feature in sport and the Olympic Games, but

conunercialism threatened the very existence of the Games and of

international sport. The Montreal Games, originally budgeted for

$310 million, ended up a $1.5 billion disaster.'" In his attempt to

make the Games self-Hnancing, before the costs escalated beyond

comprehension. Mayor Drapeau stated, '*The Montreal Olympics

can no more have a deficit than a man can have a baby.'*''^ Dra-

peau' s Games finally had to be bailed out and taken over by the

Quebec provincial government. To finance the Games, Drapeau

had relied on all the commercial interests providing his bankroll.

By selling the rights as "official supplier,'* the organizing conunit-

tee had hoped to finance the bulk of the expenditures. For example,

such firms as Coca-Cola paid $1 .3 million plus all the free coke the

athletes could drink to be an "official supplier,*' Pitney-Bowes

paid $350,000, and Adidas shoes paid $500,000. The list was end-

less. Beyond the commercial contributions, the organizing commit-

tee had planned to sell commemorative coins and stamps, to hold

lotteries, and to gain revenue through the sale of television rights.

The United States television company, ABC, was to pay the most

($25 million) and the world rights would total $40 milHon.'" For

the 1980 Games the Soviet Union planned to spend nearly $2 bil-

lion* to stage the Games, and sought Western business firms to

donate equipment and to pay for the rights as "official suppliers."

Such firms included IBM, Kodak, Omega, and Longines.'" The
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Moscow organizing committee for the 1980 Games sold the Ameri-

can television rights to NBC for $85 million.*''

The presence of commercial firms in the financial picture of the

Games and international sport is not necessarily detrimental, par-

ticularly in the context of a capitalistic system, but the tremendous

expenditure for the Games, the enormous sums paid by commercial

firms, and the intense interest in the Games by commercial inter-

ests, all tend to take the Games out of the realm of sport. They

become primarily an advertising, profit, and loss venture. Admit-

tedly, much of the expenditure goes for the erection of permanent

facilities such as stadiums, housing, communication systems, and

transportation networks. In this light Japan's $3 biUion expendi-

ture in 1964 can be viewed more positively. Had it not been for the

Olympic Games, needed facilities in the cities and at the sites of the

Games might not have been erected. Indeed, a major consideration

of the IOC when it designates the site is whether the Games will

contribute to the improvement of the city. But the improvement of

a city and the sporting purpose of the Games play a secondary role

to the Games as a forum for commercial and political exploitation.

The expensive extravaganza necessitates putting financial consider-

ations above those of sport, merely to ensure continuation of the

Games. Television and other commercial interests take precedence,

dictating in large measure the conduct of sport.

Certain kinds of commercial involvement, such as the exhibition

of products by the athletes, force the athlete to compete not simply

for himself but for the product that he is advertising. If enough

athletes are involved, the regulating sport organization is faced

either with condoning the commercialism, making rule changes

accordingly, or with courting the possibility of losing its athletes to

another organization whose rules are more flexible in this regard. If

the organization loses its athletes for failure to accommodate, it

loses its central reason for existence. Without the athlete, the orga-

nization ceases to be. The Alpine skiing and the tennis organiza-

tions are classic examples of this.

The presence of television similarly affects the conduct of sport.

In large measure television has helped to make the Games the spec-

tacle they are today by opening the Games to a mass audience, play-

ing in particular on the nationalistic rivalry inherent in the Games.

Tremendous interest has been focused on the Games, creating a

worldwide spectacle and enlarging the concept of the Games.
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Because of this expanded interest, the television media has been

willing to pay tremendous sums to televise the Games. These large

sums finance the Games as well as the activities of the sport organi-

zations—the very activities that have been increased due to the

expanded interest in sport. The television revenues become a vital

source of income, increasingly necessary to meet the heavy

demands of operating the organizations and financing the Games.

Within this vicious circle the television interests, along with the

other conmiercial interests that increasingly help to finance the

Games and organizations, can begin to demand certain concessions

froit the organizations. The sport organizations have no choice but

to consent. Were the sport organizations to refuse such demands,

the whole framework would collapse, for the media and commer-

cial interests would refuse to ''finance" the sport organizations.

The commercial interests could then form their own sport organiza-

tions and Games, more commercially oriented. The sport organiza-

tions can best fend off this possibility not by totally rejecting the

conunercial interests, but rather by tempering their demands. The
conduct of sport is affected, to say the least. Time schedules are

changed for television, rule changes are made in sport to increase

fan interest, and advertising becomes prevalent.

When politics and nationalism are brought into the equation, the

conmiercial interests will exploit these as means of advertisement

and product promotion. What results is not a forum for athletic

competition, but an extravaganza that reflects and enhances the

competitive and divisive interests in the world.
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Conclusion

THE OLYMPIC QAMES BEGAN as a forum for the youth of the world to

unite in peaceful competition through sport. The Games were to

benefit the athletes, to expose them to people from other parts of

the world, to broaden their horizons. Sport was seen as an ideal

vehicle to revive and instill spirit and social values in the individual.

The Olympic Games were envisioned as a focal point for the testing

of national sporting programs and for the testing and enlarging of

national spirit and values. The Olympics did not intend competi-

tion between countries; rather, they were to provide a setting whore

countries could meet peacefdly—at worst a surrogate battlefield

without the bloodshed. The individuals, the athletes, the youth of

the world were to provide the central purpose of the Games.

By 1976 the individual, the athlete, the youth of the world played

a role of secondary importance in the Olympic Games. The Olym-

pics had become a vehicle for the achievement of ulterior interests.

What had happened in eighty years? Did the Games ever live up to

the ideal?

The structure of the Olympic Games from the outset prevented

the ideal from becoming a reality. By identifying the athletes with

their respective states, each athlete was subordinated to the state as

its contestant. The athletes were not adjudged as individuals. Inevi-

tably they were identified as representatives of then* states. The
propaganda value became readily apparent when the prowess of an

athletic feat was rewarded under a national banner while a national

anthem played, but the states did not originate the idea of such

national identification. The Olympic officials were responsible.

im
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Whether or not the Olympic officials intended such an emphasis,

they structured their Games and organizations along nationalistic

lines, thereby enhancing the inherent potential for nationalism.

States merely capitalized on and supported an idea that was to their

benefit.

Throughout modern Olympic history officials have labored

under the contradiction inherent in their ideal, forever protesting

the intrusion of poUtics into the Games and sport. Given the orga-

nizational structure of the Games, however, politics is not really an
intrusion but is very much a part of the Games and of sport itself.

This realization is essential to an understanding ofhow and why the

Olympics and international sport are forums for international com-

petition and are utilized as tools of national foreign policy.

The world can be viewed as a system of organizations that are

constantly tending to evolve into higher forms. In this sense, a

nation-state is but another organization having basically the same

characteristics as other organizations, though its purpose may be

different. The IOC and other international sport organizations

comprise a set of organizations with specific purposes and goals.

All organizations reflect a collective consciousness of specific com-

binations of individuals. Each organization has certain facets to its

personality that are utilized for the achievement of its goals, just as

an individual uses his personal characteristics to meet his purposes.

In this sense, organizations are individual units on the world scene.

When an organization structures itself in terms of other organiza-

tional entities (e.g., international sport in terms of nation-states),

the facets of other organizations (the nation-state) become a part of

the first organization (international sport). Since politics is a facet

of nation-states, pohtics becomes a part of international sport. The

only way to divorce politics from international sport is to alter the

organizational structure of sport.

Politics then is inherent in the Olympic system, and the interna-

tional sport organizations and the Olympic Games are variant

arenas of world politics. The political issues that the Olympic sys-

tem has confronted underscore this concept. The majority of these

issues have involved the question of recognition. At the end of

World War II, Germany and Japan were not recognized or allowed

to participate in the Games until such time as the occupation

authorities gave their consent. In the case of Germany, the issue

then became no longer a question of the recognition of Germany
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per se, but of East or West Germany. The estrangement that

erupted between the occupation authorities became an important

part of the United States-Soviet, East-West conflict and carried

over into the question of German recognition. That same estrange-

ment was exhibited in the later questions of Soviet and Chinese

recognition. In the latter case, the issue was similar to that of

Germany.

As time went on and relations eased between the East and the

West, the question of German recognition became less of an issue.

By 1968 it was resolved to the satisfaction of both sides. Con-

versely, the problem of Chinese recognition remained because of

the deepening Sino-Soviet dispute and the Chinese cultural revolu-

tion ofthe late 1960s. Even in the mid-1970s the issue had not been

resolved, and considerable trouble ensued at the 1976 Games as a

result of changing world politics and the emergence of the PRC
onto the world political scene.

On other fronts the problem of Olympic recognition was again

raised, this time concerning South Africa and Rhodesia. In both

cases the issues reflected the African pohtical situation and the pro-

test against white-ruled, racist regimes. The African dissent was in

part supported by other Third World areas and by the Soviet bloc

countries. The Thu-d World support represented anticolonial

nationalistic sentiment; the Soviet bloc support manifested the con-

tinuing East-West conflict and the drive for solidarity with the

underdeveloped, nonaligned areas. The increasing success of a boy-

cott threat of the Olympic Games over the issue of South Africa

and Rhodesia throughout the period 1956-1976 demonstrated the

rise of the Third World as an alternative power source. Area Games
were another source of political confrontation, dramatizing

regional controversies that had spill-over effects into the Olympic
Gaines and the worid at large. The GANEFO episode of 1963 is a

good case in point, as is that of the Asian Games of 1974.

Within the ranks of the Olympic system there was increasing con-

troversy between the respective organizations, basically the product

of nationalism and commercialism. The former elicited demands

by national committees for expanded participation in the Olympic

system. The latter had its major effect on the international sport

federations and their increasing difficulty, under the influence of

financial inducements, in conducting their sports in an amateur

context. Here the sport federations were increasingly at odds with
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the IOC. For all three organizations—the IOC, the national com-

mittees, and the international federations—the role of television in

the Olympic Games had become a bone of contention, especially as

the Olympic and international sporting system expanded through-

out the world, raising the expenditures necessary for the staging of

sporting contests and the maintenance and perpetuation of the

sport organizations. EarUer sources of revenue, primarily private

donations, no longer were adequate to meet the expanded tasks of

the sport organizations. The sale of television rights for enormous

sums was seen as a panacea for this revenue deficit. The only prob-

lem was determining the distribution of the revenue. The distribu-

tion problem combined with increasing division between the three

organizations produced a struggle for control within the Olympic

system. It also subjected that system to external control as financial

considerations became paramount, for in order to maintain finan-

cial solvency, the organizations developed a dependency on outside

commercial and television interests.

These pohticai and economic interests represented a vast, organi-

zational nexus evolving throughout the world. Following the Sec-

ond World War a nucleus of nation-states in Europe, Asia, and the

American continents formed the bulwark of the prewar state sys-

tem. This nucleus, primarily composed of the Soviet Union,

Europe, and North America (and peripherally including South

America) took the lead in establishing the predominant postwar

relationships. The relationships among the nation-states in the

nucleus created the conditions for the East-West estrangement that

continues to dominate the world poHtical scene. That estrangement

in turn helped to forge regional integration movements, political,

economic, and military, which formed organizational structures

beyond the nation-state (i.e., beyond a purely national perspective).

The nucleus sought to consolidate its position once again and to

establish a system of relations among states, bilateral or multi-

lateral, which included both regional and world organizations, such

as the United Nations. The colonial areas, imbued with nationaHs-

tic fervor, sought to break away from their colonial status and to

establish their own separate nation-states. By the mid-1960s this

process was nearly complete, expanding the nation-state system

around the world and in turn propelling nationahsm to its zenith.

At the same time, the nationalism that had spawned the separation

movements from the colonial powers brought the new states

together, forming a nonaligned force m coimterpoint to the East-
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West controversy. This unification was expressed by declarations

of nonalignment or by establishment of regional arrangements

(e.g., theOAU, LAFTA) for mutual political and economic protec-

tion from more powerful states. As nationalism began to reach its

zenith, the catalytic effect of environmental conditions (economic,

military and political) caused nationalism itself to evolve worldwide

into a higher form, producing a more international or integrated

organizational framework.

There was a further organizational evolution, that of the trans-

national organization. These organizations had existed for some
time, but following World War II their increase was phenomenal.

As the economies in the nucleus states prospered, technology grew

by leaps and bounds. The necessity for the protective umbrella of

the nation-state became less unportant as the sense of security

became more controlled. The primary transnational operator was

the multinational business firm, but other transnational actors

increased in number and importance (e.g., sport organizations) as

the nation-state system expanded, spreading nationahsm world-

wide and creating conditions conducive to the orientation of the

individual beyond his own state boimdaries.

These organizational forces and trends were apparent in the

Olympic system. The East-West conflict was most strongly

exhibited in the question of German recognition and in the compe-

tition between the Soviet Union and the United States. As an indi-

cator of the evolving and expanding nation-state system, the Ger-

man question became less of an issue over time, and the tension

between the Soviet Union and the United States became less keen.

Instead, attention was shifted to the South African controversy,

reflecting the changing power structure and the expanded nation-

state system. In the midst of that controversy, the OAU and the

United Nations were primary actors in pressuring for IOC and

international action.

The Olympic system and international sport further reflected

growing internationalism. As the nation-state system expanded so

did the Olympic movement and international sport, growing in

interest and prestige. In 1975 the IOC, having reached an interna-

tional stature comparable to other international organizations and

having encountered more and more problems commensurate with

that stature, decided to register with the United Nations as a recog-

nized international organization having legal status.'

The Olympic system is unique in that not only does it qualify as
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an international organization by virtue of its national identifica-

tion, it also qualifies as a transnational organization in that it com-

prises a set of private organizations. The growth in prestige and

interest acquired in its capacity as an international organization

applies equally in its role as transnational actor. The corollary

growth of commercial and media influence in the Olympics and

sport further indicates their own increasing impact on the world at

large, illustrating the mutualism existing between transnational

actors on the world scene today.

The Olympics has provided a forum for international competi-

tion and confrontation and also has been an actor in that process.

The IOC and the other sport organizations have sought to carry out

their tasks within the amateur sport system, but in the context of

the nation-state system. At the same time, they have been forced to

respond to external stimuh in order to maintain control over the

amateur sport system.

The original emphasis of the Olympic Games was on the athlete,

but the structure of the Games and the sport organizations caused

the emphasis, for reasons of efficiency, to be on the organizations.

The division of labor was made easier but at the expense of the

importance of the athlete. This was illustrated time and again, most

poignantly during the boycott threats and the successful boycott of

the 1976 Games.

Olympic officials could have dealt with the problem in an organi-

zational context had they simply recognized that politics, within

this organizational framework, was an integral part of sport. Kil-

lanin did recognize this. Once he had ascended to the helm of the

IOC in 1972, he acknowledged a view contrary to that of his prede-

cessor, stating that sport and politics did mix. The difficulty lay in

trying to minimize the politics.^ This Killanin could not do because

he failed to recognize the athlete as the cardinal focus of the Olym-

pics, choosing instead to deal with the organizations. This was a

repeat of Brundage's error, to the detriment of the athlete.

Incidents during the presidencies of Brundage and Killanin

underscore this shared error. During Brundage's reign, exiles from

World War II created problems stemming from postwar relation-

ships. Many athletes had fled to the United States or elsewhere with

the arrival of the Soviet forces into Eastern Europe. These athletes

sought to participate in the 1952 and 1956 Games, but an IOC rule

prohibited an athlete from participating in the Games for one coun-
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try if he had previously participated for another country. Similarly,

an athlete could not participate if he were not a citizen of that coun-

try and had not received the necessary affiliation with its sport

organizations. The exiles sought special dispensation or a change in

the rules. They wanted to participate as athletes, as individuals,

behind the Olympic flag, or in whatever way was possible. The IOC
declined to permit their entry. They submitted the question to the

Council of Europe, which conversely agreed with the exiles,' but

the IOC would not tolerate anything contrary to its rules or con-

trary to the established organizational pattern and persisted in its

refusal. Clearly, it was not the athlete who mattered but the orga-

nization.

At the 1976 Games the boycott left many athletes unable to parti-

cipate because of the actions of their governments and sport orga-

nizations. The disappointment was great after so much effort, but

most of the athletes resigned themselves to their fate. A few did

not. One such athlete was James Gilkes of Guyana. Spurred on by

earlier declarations of the IOC that any athlete who wanted to par-

ticipate could do so under the Olympic banner—an obvious ploy to

sabotage the boycott—Gilkes decided to apply to compete as an

individual under the Olympic banner. After much deliberation the

IOC turned down his request, reaffirming the Olympic rules.
^

Under Killanin's reign, as under Brundage's, the IOC was unable

to realize its ideal in the face of organizational inertia.

The IOC's inability is symptomatic of a worldwide situation. It is

not primarily a question of the individual versus the organization,

although this is a large factor, but more a misrepresentation of the

individual in an organizational context. An individual may be a

member of an organization, but if he has no input into that organi-

zation he is likely to be misrepresented. The sport organizations are

not in fact organizations of athletes, which they purport to be, but

rather bureaucratic administrative structures. The administrative

apparatus is in each case the real organization.

When Filbert Bayi of Tanzania was refused the opportunity to

compete against John Walker of New Zealand before the 1976

Games, it was not Bayi who made the decision. It was his sports

organization. Bayi had absolutely no say in the matter, although he

was the one to do the running. The situation is a common one. The
Olympics is only an isolated example.

World society is a complex of organizations. The organizations
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are set up with specific purposes and goals. The achievement of

these goals is paramount. In order to achieve the stated goals, the

organization must be maintained. Through time the latter consider-

ation becomes paramount, and the former goal becomes the expe-

dient justification for the existence of the organization. Therefore,

the primary goal of the organization is organizational health—the

maintenance of the organization at any cost. In order to achieve

this, an organization sets up specific routines and standard patterns

of behavior through standard operating procedures. Through stan-

dard operating procedures an organization can control its internal

and surrounding environments by coordinating and categorizing

the issues and problems it faces into set patterns of operation and

routine. An organization attempts to avoid uncertainty, for uncer-

tainty—the lack of standard behavior—creates chaos, and chaos

disrupts organizational patterns, then organizational structure, and

finally the organization itself.

The organization is a cooptive device. It must be in order to sus-

tain its existence. It must have adherents; it must grow; but the

growth is defined in terms of bigness rather than quality. Quality,

unlike bigness, is not readily measured. Bigness can be measured

and used as an index of organizational health and existence. Thus

growth is defined in terms of such indicators as budget, manpower,

and territory. The main problem for any organization lies in the

conflict between its organizational patterns of behavior and its

stated purpose for existence, that is, in the maintenance of the orga-

nization as opposed to its stated ideal.'

In this light, the Olympic system can be analyzed in terms of its

past performance to determine future considerations and poten-

tialities. For the IOC and all the amateur sport organizations, the

maintenance of the organization has been paramount, utilizing the

ideals of the organizations as excuses for their existence. The IOC
and the sport organizations have standardized their behavior and

procedures in order to control their environment. They have set up
structures of organization and procedure in terms of nation-states

in order to control the athletic world. The sport organizations have

been symbols of nation-states—the dominant organizational units

on the world scene—and as such have been able to maintain their

existence through the process of identification. Their growth along

with the nation-state—and hence the identification factor—has

facilitated the opportunity to coopt ail the amateur sport organiza-
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tions into the Olympic movement as the only legitimate sport move-

ment. The Olympic movement has been forced to define its health

in terms of the growth and size of its organizations rather than in

terms of its ideals. The ideals have been made secondary but have

been used as the primary justification for its existence.

The international system has been changing, however, and the

Olympic organizations have found it increasingly difficult to cate-

gorize the environment into standard procedure. When the attempt

has failed, as in the 1976 boycott, the credibility of the organiza-

tions have been lowered. Increasingly in the latter years of the

period 1944 to 1976, as the Olympic system has retrenched its rou-

tine, the central questions of Olympic ideals and the rights of the

individual athletes have become burning issues. The Olympic sys-

tem has been viewed increasingly as archaic and inadequate for the

performance of international sport, because it has not been per-

petuating but has been hampering that performance, and because

the individual has not been sufficiently considered. It remains to be

determined what is in store for the future, what must be done in

order to improve international sport, and, correspondingly, what

the Olympic organizations can do to help this process.

Perhaps it is best to begin with the premise upon which the Olym-

pic organizations exist—the encouragement of peace through the

spirit of athletic competition. Past Olympic Games have certainly

not demonstrated that athletic competition has encouraged peace.

If anything, the contrary has been true. The nation-state orienta-

tion of the Games has only led to rivalry and tension, conditions

hardly conducive to peace. As a first step, the premise of the Olym-

pics should become one simply of providing a forum for world

sport competition. The nineteenth-century ideal of the Games has

no place in the twentieth century. There are other forums where the

ideal of peace can be more adequately and efficiently carried out.

Too much evidence exists showing that sport and politics are

indeed inseparable. This must be recognized and accepted if one is

to deal with the numerous problems facing the Olympics. To deny

the obvious is to court ruin. The Olympics were created at a time

when sport was an extraneous pastime and when the structure of

the international system was considerably different and much less

complicated. As the nation-state system has developed its many
ramifications, so has the Olympics gained in stature, size, and poli-

tical and economic significance. The Games have become too large,
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simply providing a spectacle of nationalism and all tiie world's

competing interests. Certainly no justification exists in the sporting

world for such a huge spectacle, particularly as it is presently struc-

tured.

The IOC should seriously consider opening the Games to all

sportsmen, that is, to professional and amateur alike, and it should

consider a divestiture or expansion of Games sites in an Olympic

year. In many events the best athletes in the world, the profes-

sionals, are not allowed to compete, although the Olympics claims

to be a forum where the best compete. Having all the sports at one

site has become too much of a financial and engineering problem.

By splitting up the sites—for example, one country instead of one

city holding the Games—the financial burden would be lessened,

more sports could be contested than at present, and more areas of

the world would be exposed to sport because they could more easily

afford to hold the Games.

Beyond this, but certainly closely tied in with these changes,

would be a complete restructuring of the Olympic system. The pres-

ent association and identification with nation-states only enhances

nationalism and detracts from sport. The idea would be to maxi-

mize the latter not the former. The IOC could make itself more rep-

resentative of the world, but not in terms of nation-states. Perhaps

regional identification would be more appropriate.^ For example,

each region would have the same number of representatives. The

regions would not be determined by continents, because of the

obvious population differences leading to possible conflicts over

misrepresentation. Rather each region would be approximately

equal in population. For example, half of the United States and all

of Canada might be a region, while the other half of the United

States and Mexico or all of Central America might constitute

another region. The possibilities of division are endless. At the

Games the athlete contingents would correspond to the IOC mem-
bership regions. There would be no national flags or anthems,

merely awards for the winners as at present, with less pomp and cir-

cumstance. The central idea would be to promote sport. As a side-

Hne, such regional arrangements would require the promotion of

increased cooperation between the world's people. The encourage-

ment of the athlete and the promotion of sport would be the

primary goals.

Unless the IOC and the sport organizations seriously consider
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major changes, they will succumb to the very inertia that has car-

ried them to their present inadequate state. The Olympics have be-

come a formn of organizational interaction and conflict, where

organizational policies are carried out as a means of achieving a

desired goal. That goal has been determmed by the organizational

administration, not through decisive policymaking but through

inertia.

The Olympics began as an ideal, but that ideal was swept up by

the reality of the organizational world and became in effect the

hypothetical excuse for the existence of the organization. The

Olympics can still become a valuable forum for international parti-

cipation by the athlete. The Olympics must be seen for what they

are, for what they possess, rather than for what they hope to

achieve. The world exists more in the concrete than the abstract.

Once this is recognized and understood, the Olympics can be more
readily adapted to the concrete world—the organizational world

—

and can provide a more efficient and valuable forum for sport com-

petition at a worldwide, transnational level for outstanding indi-

vidual athletes.
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Epilogue, 1976-1980

THE YEAR 1980 MAY prove pivotal in the history of the modem
Olympic Games, for it was in that year the Games truly came of

age: no longer were they simply a sideshow of international politics

but instead were elevated to the main event. If anything is clear

from what took place involving the Games in 1980, it is that the

Olympic Games are here to stay, in one form or another, for a long

time, until they are no longer useful or interesting for the powers

that be on the world scene.

In 1980, athletes, Olympic and sport officials and Olympic

enthusiasts were wringing their hands in collective worry as the fate

of the Moscow Summer Olympic Games seemingly hung in the bal-

ance. Led by the United States, Western governmental leaders

played a kind of "pinball** with the Games as their main response

to the Soviet Union's invastion of Afghanistan in late December

1979. Unless the Soviet Union withdrew its invasion force Western

leaders threatened to boycott the Moscow Summer Games. The
Soviet Union called their bluff, and Western leaders were faced

with having to carry out their threat. Athletes, Olympic and sport

officials had to try to salvage what they could of the Games in the

face of what many considered the most serious challenge yet to the

Olympics, and one that might have spelled the end of the Games.

The boycott did not mean the end of the Games; they took place,

albeit reduced in size, but ironically stronger because of the boycott.

The boycott forced Olympic leaders to take a hard look at their

Games, to attempt some reforms to salvage them, and to consider

more reforms for the future. But the real impact of the boycott was

[175]
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to show, perhaps better than any other event could have, the popu-

larity of the Games and the importance attached by governments,

business interests and the public to participation in them. As the

African countries found out in 1976 with their boycott of the Mon-
treal Games, so United States and Western leaders realized (or

should have) with the 1980 boycott, that participation in the Games
is everything, non-participaiion is a soon-forgotten memory. The

spotlight of the Games only exists for those who take part. This

realization, perhaps more than any other factor, influenced the

decision by the majority of African countries to refuse to support

the United States in its Moscow boycott—to participate in the

Games. It also has forced them to re-evaluate their previous actions

and change their methods of dealing with the issues important to

them.

What about future Olympic Games, what will they be like? What
issues will confront them, and more importantly, how will Olympic

officials deal with them? As prior Olympiads, future ones will be

the product of existing international trends, pressures, conflicts

and events, unresolved issues from prior Games and Olympiads

and past decisions taken to deal with those issues. In this respect,

what will happen in 1984 will be as much a function of what the

world is like in 1984 as it was of what it was like in 1980 and what

was done in 1980 to deal with the issues then confronting the Olym-

pics. A look at what did happen in 1980 will help in trying to pre-

dict Olympic events in 1984 and beyond.

Three major issues confronted Olympic leaders during the XXI
Olympiad (1976-1980). These issues, combined and separately, will

have a bearing on Olympic affairs in the future; in some cases the

effect could be profound. These issues also reflect trends or events

at work in international politics.

As has been the case in Olympic affairs since the late '50s, South

Africa—its apartheid policies and participation in international

sport—was once again an issue during the XXI Olympiad. While

the controversy did not boil over at the 1980 Games as it had at the

two previous Games, it still went unresolved and could erupt again

at Los Angeles in 1984. Significantly, that South Africa did not

become an issue at Moscow could prove decisive when events un-

fold in 1984; the main factor is Black Africa's attitude toward the

Olympic Games and what appears to be a reassessment of how to

deal most effectively with the situation of white minority rule and

apartheid in South Africa.
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The other two major issues, which did explode at the 1980

Games, both winter and summer, were the question of Chinese par-

ticipation—which one, Taiwan or the People's Republic of China

(PRQ?—and the United States-led boycott of the Moscow Games.

Both issues reflect the simultaneous warming and cooling of rela-

tions between the United States, the PRC and the Soviet Union.

The question of Chinese recognition reflects the warming of rela-

tions between the United States and the PRC, and the efforts by

both countries to counterbalance and stem the power and influence

of the Soviet Union. The boycott issue over the Soviet invasion of

Afghanistan reflects the deterioration m the relationship between

the Soviet Union and the United States.

Following the 1976 Summer Games in Montreal, Olympic and

international sport officials intended to make sure no further such

boycotts would disrupt their Games. Acting on recommendations

made by both the national Olympic committees and the interna-

tional sport federations, the IOC decided at its June 1977 General

Session in Prague, Czechoslovakia, in the future to suspend for

five years any committee or individual who withdraws from the

Games for reasons other than sickness or "force majeure.*' Twenty

of the national Olympic committees that withdrew from the *76

Summer Games were censured, but no sanctions were imposed.*

These measures, however, only covered the Olympics, and had

no bearing on or authority over those sports not on the Olympic

agenda. As in 1976, it would be the outside sports and the politics

concerning them that would spill over into the Olympic arena to

menace the 1980 Games. The first hint of this spill-over came with a

threatened extension of the '76 Montreal boycott to the August

1978 Commonwealth Games slated for Edmonton, Canada. The
SCSA demanded as a condition for African participation at the

Commonwealth Games that New Zealand, the crux of the problem

at Montreal, either be banned from these contests or sever its sport-

mg links with South Africa.^ The intention was to pressure New
Zealand, and in turn other countries, either directly or indu-ectly, to

sever sporting links with South Africa, and it was having its in-

tended result. In January 1977, New Zealand's Prime Minister,

Robert Muldoon, told African sports leaders of his government's

support for their efforts,^ and in March, the PGA, meeting in the

Ivory Coast, approved a resolution to suspend any national com-

mittee maintaining sporting links with South Africa.
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Just prior to the June Commonwealth Conference m London,

the African countries made another threat to boycott the Common-
wealth Games unless the conference resolved the issue of member
countries maintaining sporting ties with South Africa.' This last

minute threat worked. As part of the conference's overall resolu-

tion, the delegates agreed unanimously to "discourage contact or

competition by their nationals with sporting organizations, teams

or sportsmen from South Africa or from any other country where

sports are organized on the basis of race, colour or ethnic origin."'

To discourage is a far cry from prevention, however, and the omis-

sion of this latter word from the final agreement—the Gleneagles

Agreement—would have future unfortunate repercussions. For the

moment, at least, the pressure was off New Zealand.

The anti-South Africa tide continued into 1978 when the 22-

member Council of Europe at an April meeting in London adopted

a resolution supporting the Gleneagles Agreement and opposing

discrimination of any kind in international sport.' The Council of

Europe decision was further bolstered by individual international

sport federations taking action on their own to sever ties with South

Africa. In July 1977, the International Chess Federation, on a

motion proposed by the Soviet Union and Ghana, voted to bar

South Africa from competition until 1980.* In April 1978, the

International Lawn Tennis Federation ordered South Africa not to

enter the Davis or Federation Cup competitions until it formed a

multi-racial governing body.' And South African attempts to be

readmitted into the Olympic Games proved fruitless; IOC Presi-

dent Lord Killanin advised South Africa not to seek readmission as

it had made "no material changes" in its sporting organization; in

his opinion, it was still discriminatory.'"

While the international community was seemingly Uning up in

support of the Black African position against South Africa, an

undercurrent of opposition to this position was developing simul-

taneously, a current which because of governmental indecision and

unwillingness to take firm action placed the Moscow Olympic

Games in jeopardy. The offending sport in the *76 boycott, rugby,

was again at issue. While much of the rest of the international

sporting community was breaking its ties with South Africa, the

rugby unions (overseeing organizations for rugby) and players in

New Zealand, France and Great Britain were trying to organize

competitions with their counterparts in South Africa.
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In the case of New Zealand, the South African rugby federation

sent invitations to individual members of New Zealand's all-star

rugby team the "All-Blacks" (the term refers to the uniform). The
players would accept the invitations as individuals, then once inside

South Africa would form a team with their countrymen, thus skirt-

ing the issue of New Zealand sending an official team. The New
Zealand government, aware of the invitations, voiced its opposi-

tion but made no effort to prevent the individuals from going. The

charade was not lost on the African countries, and Nigeria, for

one, was having none of it. Just prior to the Commonwealth
Games Nigeria annoimced it would boycott and accused New Zea-

land of circumventing the Gleneagles Agreement. ''New 21ealand

has not been persuaded to review her relations with Pretoria," said

Sylvanus Williams, Minister of Sport. "It would be illogical in the

extreme, therefore, if Nigeria were now to participate at the Com-
monwealth Games."" Nigeria was alone in its decision, however.

The other twelve African Commonwealth countries refused to go

along, instead they abided by the decision of the SCSA not to

boycott.

The SCSA decision not to boycott marked a fundamental change

in Black Africa's method of dealing with the issue of South African

apartheid. No longer was the response simply to boycott, but rather

to target offending countries selectively on a bilateral basis. The
SCSA decision on the Olympics the following year would make this

change more clear.

In the meantime, the rugby undercurrent continued, next turning

up in Great Britain and France. While the French government

would bow to international pressure, the British government would

not, setting the stage for an Olympic showdown. In 1978, a tour of

France by the South African Springbok rugby team was an-

nounced. Despite initial pressure from international sport federa-

tions, the IOC and the Soviet Union, the French government re-

fused to cancel the tour. Concerned about possible repercussions to

the 1980 Moscow Summer Olympic Games, Soviet authorities

warned that "they would not hesitate to exclude countries which

have contacts with South Africa and Rhodesia. We prefer to sacri-

fice one country than ten from the Games," they said.'^ By May
1979 pressure was mounting on France both internationally and

domestically, and the government announced it would ban the

tour, but did not indicate how. By July, it looked as though the
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tour would take place after all. Again the Soviet Union threatened,

this time the French government relented. It announced it would

require South African players to obtain visas. Visas seemed to pre-

sent no problem for the South Africans and they reaffirmed their

intention to come. Forced to act, the French government refused to

grant the visas, thus cancelling the tour.

Such was not the case in Great Britain. Following the Gleneagles

Agreement, several reciprocal tours of Great Britain and South

Africa by rugby teams from each country had been either cancelled

or postponed. By 1979, however, a new government was in power

in Great Britain, a Tory government, and while it agreed to abide

by the Gleneagles Agreement, its support was not as strong as the

previous Labour government's had been, paving the way for the

rugby unions once again to propose competitions with South Afri-

can teams. A tour of South Africa by British rugby teams was

planned in 1980, and in late August 1979 an eight-match tour of

Great Britain by a South African team was announced for October

of the same year. With the Olympic Games just around the comer,

the British Olympic Association (BOA), British sport federations

that participated in the Games and the British government were

uneasy, if not alarmed, at the prospect of the matches and the pos-

sible repercussions.

The Soviet Union was already on record as opposing such

matches, and reiterated its concern to the British government and

the BOA. BOA General Secretary Richard Palmer, after coming

away from talks with the Soviets in mid-July, said there was no

question in his mind that Britain would be banned from the 1980

Olympic Games.*' By August, however, the Soviet Union was

retreating. Concerned it would upset the IOC and hence damage its

Moscow Games by taking unilateral action on the issue, Soviet

authorities announced they would leave up to the IOC any decision

to ban and would abide by that decision. Since rugby is not an

Olympic sport, the IOC had no decision to make.

The British government, concerned about its country's future

sporting relations and relations in general with Africa, called on the

rugby unions to cancel the tours. The rugby unions refused, claim-

ing it to be unnecessary because rugby in South Africa is now
racially integrated, and countered the British government's deci-

sion to withhold Hnancial support by agreeing to pay all police

costs for the contests. Unlike in France, the government could not
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withhold visas as none were required. It could, under extraordinary

circumstances, prevent individuals from coming into the country

who were deemed not in the "public interest." This the government

refused to do and decided to let the October tour proceed. Home
Secretary William Whitelaw, explained that it was the rugby

unions' right to hold the tours, and that the government did not

consider the October tour an extraordinary circumstance.'* Imme-

diately following the British government's decision to allow the

tour to proceed, Jean Claude Ganga, secretary general of the

SCSA, declared his organization would do whatever it could to ban

Britain from the Olympic Games, never dismissing the possibility

of a full African boycott. The October tour took place amid mas-

sive demonstrations.

But it was not the tour of Britain by a South African team that

worried British government and sport officials; it was the proposed

tour of South Africa by a British rugby team that was their real

concern. Well aware that the same kind of tour in 1976, involving

New Zealand, set off the Montreal boycott, new Minister of Sport

Hector Monro declared, **the problem is the tour of the future. It is

not only the Olympics I am worried about but other world cham-

pionships and other international events, which could all be

affected by continued breaches of the Gleneagles Agreement."*'

Monro's concern about future international events was well

founded, as it had been less than a month since Abraham Ordia,

president of the SCSA, declared the proposed tour would be a

major item on the organization's agenda at its December meeting.

Ordia warned Britain and the IOC that the SCSA was already can-

vassing the Third World and socialist countries for support, and he

added menacingly that those who ''defy the world'* have no right

to play and "they have no moral right to trade with them [the

world] either. They shall be confronted on all fronts."**

The BOA and British sport federations ran for shelter. In order

to cover themselves m the event of possible international retalia-

tion, they adopted a resolution deploring the tour and calling on

the rugby unions not to make a decision which would have adverse

consequences for all of British sport. Taking into account the tide

of opinion in Britain against the tour, the rugby unions deferred a

decision on the 1980 tour until a British Sports Council commission

of inquiry into South African apartheid in sport returned from its

South African factfinding trip.

Copyrighted material



182 Epilogue, 1976-1980

The item may have been deferred in Britain, but it was still an

issue for the SCSA. As the December SCSA meeting approached,

rumours abounded as to what the SCSA would do. Would it boy-

cott the Olympics, call for Britain's outster from the Games or

simply break ties with Britain, leaving African participation in the

Games intact? Helped by intense lobbying on behalf of the head of

the Moscow Olympic Organizing Committee, the SCSA voted to

ban all bilateral sporting links with Britain, not to support British

members in international organizations and to encourage other

countries to follow suit.** There would be no boycott of the Olym-

pic Games by Africans, at least not over the issue of South Africa.

As Kwamena Ocran, sports minister for Ghana, explained, Brit-

ain's rugby ties with South Africa were not sufficient to warrant

another Games boycott."

If New Zealand's ties with South Africa had seemed pretext

enough in 1976, what had no changed? Following the new decision,

some argued the change was based on Black Africa's sense of

loyalty to the Soviet Union and the USSR's longtime support for

Black Africa in its battle against South African apartheid. While

this motivation was important, more than likely it was not decisive.

It would play a key role later when Africa was faced with the deci-

sion about whether to join the United States' boycott of the Mos-
cow Games. However, the major factor influencing the SCSA's
decision not to boycott over ties with South Africa was the Games
themselves, and the value placed on participation in them. As
Nigeria's Minister of Sport Sylvanus Williams said, although in

another context, ''the philosophy that sport and politics should not

mix is a hypocritical one. Sporting achievements today are used as a

measure of our country's greatness."^' Indeed, the important thing

is to compete, to be visible in the events or competitions that count.

The Olympic Games are perhaps the most important of those

events. Not to be there, to make a political protest, may be a noble

gesture, but it is politically foolish; the act of protest is soon over-

shadowed by the grandeur of the Games themselves, and is thus

soon forgotten. The Games, and participation in them, are what

count.

The question is, will the Africans apply the same poUtical judg-

ment to the Games in Los Angeles in 1984? Given the same drcum-
stances, probably they will. The circumstances, however, will not

be the same. In 1984, the United States will host the Games, not the
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Soviet Union, and if relations between the two superpowers deteri-

orate further, African participation may amount to a test of

loyalty.

When Lord KiUanin became President of the IOC in 1972 one of

his major goals for his eight-year term was to bring the People's

Republic of China into the Olympic fold. Killanin's predecessor,

Avery Brundage, had, to all intents and purposes, written off the

PRC, having been lambasted personally by that country's leader-

ship once too often. Killanin was different. He had spent the pre-

World War II years in China as a journalist and had a better under-

standing of the country and, as a result, a deeper commitment to

PRC participation in the Games." He still had to contend with a

world that was not quite ready to grant the PRC full recognition,

and with a China which itself was not internally ready to take its

place on the world stage. Therefore, overtures for PRC member-
ship in the Olympic movement before 1976 were premature.

This did not prevent problems at the Games concerning Chinese

recognition, however. The question of PRC recognition was a

major issue in a number of international forums. The United

Nations had conferred recognition on the PRC already, and in the

process had thrown out Taiwan (the Republic of China). M^jor

nations, like Canada, and international sport federations had also

switched their recognition. But key sport federations, such as the

lAAF and FINA, as well as key countries, such as the United

States, had not yet acted, which made it difficult for the IOC to

perform an about-face on the question.

Nevertheless, Canada pressed the issue at the Montreal Games.

Because it was too late to do anything else without serious risk to

the '76 Games, the IOC gave in and required the Republic of China
to compete as Taiwan. Unlike 1960, when Taiwan acceded to a

similar demand, in 1976 it refused; the team packed its bags and

went home. Since 1960 many things had changed, not the least of

which was Taiwan's diplomatic status in the world. It no longer

was recognized as the official authority over China by a majority of

countries, and could ill afford to jeopardize the little recognition it

did have by agreeing to Canada's demands.

After the '76 Games, Killanin did not want to continue to risk the

Games over the issue of Taiwan, and he set about resolving the con-

troversy. Helpful to his efforts were three major factors: 1) the
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deaths ofMao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai in the PRC and the resul-

tant change in leadership and outlook there; 2) diplomatic recogni-

tion of the PRC by the United States; 3) recognition of the PRC by

the lAAF and a relaxed attitude toward PRC participation by

FINA. The key to Killanin's efforts would be the United States*

recognition of the PRC; he would use it to convince IOC members

to make a similar change in recognition.

Following the Montreal Games, the All China Sports Federation

(the Chinese Olympic Committee) began making overtures once

again for IOC recognition. In September 1977, Killanin made a trip

to the PRC to discuss the issue with Chinese Olympic leaders, and

upon his return, Killanin noted that progress toward PRC recogni-

tion had moved "one little step forward.'* Still a major stumbHng

block was the PRC's insistence that if it joined the IOC, Taiwan

could not remain a member, because in the PRC's view there is

only one China. In this respect, the PRC position has not changed
in nearly thirty years.^' Nevertheless, Killanin was optimistic, not-

ing that the sports movement in the PRC had advanced consider-

ably, though he said he did not think it had advanced quite far

enough. He did admit, however, that "we might, in the future,

look back and say we had made a mistake," referring to the IOC's
past reluctance to recognize the PRC.^^ This admission told more
about Killanin's views than it did about anything else, but it

pointed toward the path he, and consequently, the IOC would take

concerning PRC recognition.

By January 1978 the situation had not changed and the IOC
executive board, meeting in Tunis, Tunisia, deferred any decision

on the PRC's application for admission. Killanin commented, **the

Chinese question is evolving slowly."" But events were to move
faster than he anticipated. In March, FINA amended its statutes to

allow competition with non-afHliated countries, which opened the

door for competition with the PRC, a non-affiliated country. With
one major federation (which had been adamantly opposed to PRC
competition) now leaning in favor of such competition, combined

with the PRC's eagerness to join the Olympic movement, the IOC
at its general session in May formed a twenty-five-member commis-

sion to "inquire generally and report" on the question of admitting

the PRC." This was a major step for the IOC. Even though there

had been overtures for several years for PRC recognition, they
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were not taken very seriously by the IOC, consequently any inquiry

into PRC sports kad been done on a private basis by individual

I©C members.

Momentum for bringing the PRC into the world of international

sport began to accelerate. In October, the lAAF recognized the

PRC as the only representative of China, which included the terri-

tory of Taiwan. Under the ruling, Taiwanese athletes could no

longer take part in any lAAF meet unless approval was granted by

the PRC. **It is worse than expulsion, it is forceful absorption,*'

exclaimed Chi Cheng, the former women's world record holder in

the lOO-meter sprint, and secretary general of Taiwan's track and

field federation. "This is absolutely unfair, ridiculous and absurd.

We all know very well Pekmg (Beijing) has no jurisdiction over the

athletes in Taiwan."*' Despite Cheng's protests, the trend was

clear. The International Gymnastics Federation soon followed suit,

bringing the number of federations with which the PRC was affili-

ated to eleven, up from just four in 1974. Taiwan's affihations had

decHned accordingly, down to fifteen.^*

The real turning point occurred later in the year when President

Jinuny Carter of the United States announced that beginning

January 1, 1979, thePRC and the United States, after nearly thirty

years, would re-establish full diplomatic relations. The United

States would revoke its recognition of Taiwan and would consider

Taiwan a territory of the PRC." The die had been cast, and now
the IOC had to act. The 1980 Winter Games were scheduled for

Lake Placid, New York, with the possibility, as some members

observed, of disruptions of the Games unless the IOC found an

equitable resolution to the issue.

That was the problem: to find an equitable solution. Taiwan was

a member in good standing; it had not transgressed IOC rules, so

there was no real basis or precedent for expeUuig the Taiwan com-

mittee. For Killanin the choice was dear, the only real question was

how to go about it. Killanin said to a reporter after the IOC execu-

tive board meeting in March 1979, "I feel that the Chinese Olympic

Committee located in Taipei made a serious error when it withdrew

its athletes at Montreal. Under an agreement with the Canadian

government we had authorized this delegation to retain its anthem

and flag, but had requested that its name be changed from *Repub-

lic of China' to 'Taiwan.' Today, the Republic of China is no
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longer recognized by international institutions and very few coun-

tries would allow a team bearing the name 'Republic of China' to.

participate in a sports event."'"

That would turn out to be the key question as Taiwan sought to

participate at Lake Placid. Would the United States have allowed

Taiwan to participate under its name *' Republic of China?*' A let-

ter from the U.S. State Department, addressed to Juhan Roosevelt,

IOC member from the United States, about United States policy

toward Taiwan was ambiguous. It stated in part: "Regarding

China's participation in the Games, this is a decision for the IOC.

. . . We do not recognize as symbols of national sovereignty the flag

and anthem of the RepubUc of China. However, we do continue to

make visa facilities available to travelers from Taiwan. With

respect to the Lake Placid Games, we hope that the IOC will find a

solution that will avoid politicizing the Games in a way which could

cause embarrassment to the host country or the IOC itself.'"' It

appears the Republic of China's name was of littie concern to the

U.S. government, but the position of the government was unclear.

The threat at the end of the letter was unmistakable, however, and
it would be upon this that Killanin and ultimately the full IOC
membership would base their decision.

Efforts to bring the two Chinese committees together to discuss

the issue proved fruitless. In separate talks it appeared there might

be a compromise solution; Taiwan committee members said they

would not object to dual membership as long as the PRC did not

profess control over Taiwan. Based on this assurance and the

report by the IOC's special commission of inquiry, which claimed it

would be impractical for the PRC to administer sports in Taiwan
because of the geographical distance and different ways of Ufe, the

IOC, at its April meeting in Montevideo, voted to recognize both

the PRC and Taiwan as members. Immediately, PRC authorities

called the vote "unacceptable" but agreed to abide by it as an
interim measure for the purposes of discussion. The PRC delega-

tion objected to the name given to Taiwan's committee—Chinese
Olympic Committee located in Taipei—and, said Lo Dabaeng of

the All Sports Federation, "we would accept an interim team from
Taiwan under the name, anthem and flag agreed by the IOC, which

would not include the name of the Repubhc of China nor their

national flag.""

Further discussions followed, but there was growing concern
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among IOC members that if the situation did not move forward,

the PRC would ultimately reject the decision; or, Killanin coun-

seled, at least there could be problems at Lake Placid similar to

those at Montreal. Meeting in June, the executive board decided to

rerecognize the PRC committee as the "Chinese Olympic Com-
mittee*' and the Taiwan committee as the "Chinese Taipei Olympic

Committee" on the condition the latter adopt a new anthem and

flag."

In October, the executive board reaffirmed its June decision, fol-

lowing discussions with both Chinese committees, and agreed to

send the matter out to members for a postal vote. In his memoran-
dum to IOC members accompanying the ballots, Killanin noted

thatm 1958, when the PRC dropped out of the Olympics, the PRC
was not recognisced internationally and specifically was not recog-

nized by the United Nations. "The reverse situation is now the

case," and, he added, "I believe it should be borne in mind.*"*

Also, Killanin warned of possible repercussions at Lake Placid.

The vote was not even close: 62-17 in favor, with two null ballots.

Reaction was immediate. The PRC welcomed the dedsioa; Tai-

wan deplored it, vowing to fight it; the two IOC members from the

United States both condemned it. Julian Roosevelt claimed the

"IOC has put itself into the political arena by taking orders from
Peking." Douglas Roby, the other U.S. IOC member, complained:

"The Taiwanese have been members for twenty-seven years and

have been model members. And here we completely pull the rug

from under them. I think they have the right to have the flag and

anthem they want. We don't ask other people to change their flags

and anthems. We let in the Chinese who resigned and turned their

backs on us. Now we take them back on their terms.
**^^

Taiwan did fight the decision, both in the Swiss and United
States courts. Twice the Swiss courts turned down Taiwan, but in

the U.S. courts the result was different, at least at first. On the eve

of the Games, Taiwan's delegation tried to enter the Olympic Vil-

lage, but was turned back because the Taiwan conunittee had not

yet formally accepted the conditions for participation as stipulated

by the IOC in its October decision. Claiming they were denied their

constitutional rights and that the IOC had made a decision it had

no authority to make, the Taiwan delegation filed suit in New York

State courts to prevent the Lake Placid Organizers from keeping

the team out of the Village and the IOC from barring the team's
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participation. Agreeing with the delegation, New York State

Supreme Court Judge Norman Harvey said:

The IOC disavows and deplores any action by anyone that might tend to

utilize the Games for political purposes. However, the IOC failed to show
that degree of courage when it considered the two Chinas issue. In order

to encourage participation of athletes from the People's Republic of

China, it bargained away the rights of the athletes from Taiwan. It made
the political decision that there is no Republic of China and that the ath-

letes who swear allegiance to the Republic of China would be placed in

a category different from that of all other athletes participating in the

Games.'*

Although Harvey's decision was ultimately overruled by a higher

court, thus preventing Taiwan from participation, Harvey had

raised a salient point. The IOC, in fact, had made a political deci-

sion, but it had had no choice. Given the Montreal precedent, and

the threat by the United States, there was reason to fear the U.S.

government would have made an issue of Taiwan's participation at

Lake Placid as the Republic of China, much as Canada had in

1976. It was a no-win situation. Undoubtedly, the PRC would have

pressured the U.S. government in the event the IOC had allowed

Taiwan to compete as the Republic of China, as the PRC had pres-

sured the Canadian government in 1976. The fact the U.S. govern-

ment helped the Lake Placid Organizing Committee argue its case

in the appeal of Harvey's decision is perhaps reason enough to

believe the IOC made the only decision it could have made under

the circumstances."

Nevertheless, the IOC's political decision in the case of Taiwan

did not prevent it from bringing up the tired argument of political

intrusion in sport when it came to the United States-led boycott of

the Moscow Olympics. As in past situations, when it served their

purpose, Olympic officials turned a blind eye to their own past

political maneuvers.

The IOC's selection of Moscow in 1974 as the site for the 1980

Summer Olympic Games upset many people in the United States

and Western Europe—particularly in the United States, because

Moscow had been chosen over Los Angeles. As relations between

the two countries deteriorated in the ensuing years, because of

reported human rights violations, among other things, political col-
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umnists, human rights groups and political leaders bogan calling

for a boycott of the Moscow Games or some related action to pun-

ish the Soviets and show the West's displeasure with Soviet policies.

It was, then, not surprising to hear the Carter administration and

other Western leaders adopt the idea of a boycott of the Moscow
Games as one response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.

What was surprising was that it soon became virtually the only

response.

The Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in late December 1979,

and the action was immediately condemned around the world. The
United Nations General Assembly in mid-January passed by a vote

of 104-18 a resolution, sponsored by twenty-one non-ali^ied

nations which condemned the Soviet Union and called for the with-

drawal of its troops." A seventeen-nation Muslim conference in

Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, meeting about the same time, passed a

similar motion." The idea of a Moscow Olympic Games boycott,

however, was first mentioned in an emergency session of NATO,
January 1 . Though no action was taken by that group on the boy-

cott idea suggested by the West German delegate, Rolf Pauls, U.S.

President Jimmy Carter was quick to seize upon it as one of his

administration's responses to the Soviet invasion. In an address to

the nation on January 4, Carter warned the Soviets: "Although the

United States would prefer not to withdraw from the Olympic

Games ... the Soviet Union must realize that its continued aggres-

sive actions will endanger both the participation of athletes and the

travel to Moscow by spectators who would normally wish to attend

the Olympic Games."**

Carter's threat was part of a package of measures he announced

to punish the Soviets for invading Afghanistan. Some of the other

measures included cutting off grain sales of 17 million metric tons

to the Soviet Union, ceasing the sale of high technology and oil

drilling equipment and curtailing Soviet fishing rights in U.S.

waters.** It was the boycott threat, however, that struck a respon-

sive chord in the public, particularly in the United States. The San

Francisco Chronicle reported that its poll showed that 75 percent of

the public was in favor of not participating at Moscow, and a

Newsweek magazine poll showed 56 percent of the public favored

boycotting the Games. ''^ In an election year such poll results are

hard to disregard, and Carter, facing a strong challenge from Sena-

tor £dward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts for the democratic presi-
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dential nomination, was not about to let the opportunity pass.

In Western Europe initial reaction to the idea of a boycott was

cold. In both Great Britain and West Germany public opinion was

against a boycott. The French were adamantly opposed, the Ital-

ians were non-commital, the Netherlands authorities were luke-

warm to the idea and the West German government was opposed,

in spite of the fact that it was a West German who originally sug-

gested the boycott idea. Interior Minister Gerhart Baum said,

"sports cannot be used as a means for political ends,*' adding that

sports cannot solve problems whose solutions can only be

achieved politically."^^ Elsewhere, reaction to a boycott was more

positive. Saudi Arabia immediately announced it would withdraw

from the Games, though the Soviets said Saudi Arabia already had

done that months before for other reasons. Canadian Prime Min-

ister Joe Clark said he favored moving the Games, and offered

Montreal as a possible site.

The news of a possible boycott sent a shudder through Olympic
and international sport circles. West German IOC member, Willi

Daume, exclaimed: ''I must speak out once again against political

pressure on international sport and the Olympics. They are not the

place to resolve political disputes."^' USOC leaders expressed

shock and fear for the effect a boycott might have on the scheduled

February Lake Placid Winter Games. They were concerned that a

drastic move before the Games might cause the Soviet Union and

Eastern Europe not to attend in retaHation. Most of all, they feared

the U.S. government was trying to usurp their authority and in the

process might destroy the Olympic movement.**

Carter was determined to boycott, and what initially appeared as

a threat soon became locked into poUcy. On January 10, campaign-

ing for Carter in Iowa, Vice President Walter Mondale and Car-

ter's wife, Rosalyn, both said they were in favor of moving the

Games. Five days later. Secretary of State Cyrus Vance announced

a mid-February deadline for the Soviet Union to remove its troops

from Afghanistan or face a U.S. boycott. Several days later the

deadline was definitely set for February 20.

By giving the Soviet Union a deadline that fell after the comple-

tion of the Lake Placid Games, Carter had effectively preserved

them, though it is doubtful USOC fears were justified, given the

constant Soviet pronouncements that they would attend the

Games. Carter also acceded to USOC wishes and pressed his case
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through the USOC, thereby ultimately preserving that organiza-

tion's support. In a letter to Robert Kane, president of the USOC,
Carter said that while he supports the principles of the ©lympic

movement and does not think governments should be involved, he

claimed (appealing to Kane's and other USOC leaders* sense of

patriotism) that
*

'deeper issues (are) at stake," involving "the secu-

rity of our nation and the peace of the world." He called on Kane
to ask the IOC to move, cancel or postpone the Games; if the IOC
refused to act, then he asked the USOC, as the U.S. representative,

not to attend the Moscow Games/^
The price of USOC support came high, however, because by not

taking more decisive action. Carter effectively doomed the entire

boycott effort to failure. Even though Vance admitted he did not

believe the Soviets would meet the February 20 deadline,** which

they did not, thus assuring a boycott. Carter had put the appear-

ance of a decision in the hands of the USOC, which was determined

to stall on the issue as long as possible. By relying on the USOC to

act. Carter sent a message to the rest of the world that it too should

follow the USOC lead. This ultimately delayed and drew out the

boycott decision for many governments and national Olympic com-

mittees, which allowed the Soviet Union, the IOC and international

sport to counter effectively.

At the same time, Carter was sendmg contradictory signals to the

rest of the world, further compounding his problems with the boy-

cott. His administration did not prevent a tour of the Soviet Union

by U.S. boxers, or a U.S. tour by Soviet track and field stars. If the

U.S. government was not wiUing to cut off all sporting ties with the

Soviet Union, other governmental leaders could be expected to

question U.S. resolve on an Olympic Games boycott.

Carter squandered the chance of large scale African support for

a boycott when he decided in January to send Muhammad All,

former heavyweight boxing champion, to Africa on a five-nation

tour to enlist African support. African leaders were insulted that

Carter considered them so low on his priority list he would send a

"boxer," in the words of Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere,

instead of an official diplomatic envoy. Nyerere, for one, refused

to meet with Ali, and his reception in the four other African capi-

tals was equally cold.'*' The New Nigerian, the Nigerian govern-

ment newspaper, expressed African sentiment when in an editorial

it wrote: '*The people of Afghanistan rightly deserve our moral
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support in their struggle against Soviet imperialism. But there is a

distinction between our genuine sympathy for the Afghans and the

pious rantings of Western leaders."'® The only support Ali could

garner was Kenya's, a major power in track, but Kenya announced

its support for the boycott before Ali arrived in Nairobi.

Lack of African support for the boycott was not simply a result

of All's visit, however. The roots to it stretch back before the Car-

ter administration took office, to past American failures to support

Black Africa in its sports boycotts of South Africa. AU, on his visit

to Africa was confronted with this issue, and while he professed his

support for Black Africa's position, he could not adequately

defend past U.S. policy. The most he could do was to plead for

African support in order to avert a nuclear holocaust, something

which seemed genuinely remote to Africans."

Carter's efforts to gain African support, and in turn Third

World support, were further stifled both by the counter efforts of

international sport organizations and by the Soviet Union. The
nineteen-member executive council of the one-hundred-forty-one-

member General Assembly of National Olympic Committees,

meeting in Mexico City in early February, adopted a resolution

urging the IOC to resist any site change, and to resist any outside

pressures against the Games." The Soviet Union, however, was
much more direct—and effective. Vitaly Smirnov of the Moscow
Organizing Committee, an IOC member and high government offi-

cial, worked out an agreement with Mario Vazquez Nava of the

Mexico Olympic committee, where the Soviet Union would provide

transportation to and from the Games and room and board at the

Games for any national Olympic committee delegation that

asked." For committees having a difficult time financing their

teams' participation at the Games, the offer of aid was an attractive

lure.

Back in the United States the Carter administration was using a

similar financial carrot to ensure USOC support, something that

might have been unnecessary under the circumstances, but aht the

USOC was later able to use to its advantage. In the meantime. Car-

ter secured the backing of the House of Representatives and not

long after that the Senate, and used it to pressure the USOC to go
before the IOC at its Lake Placid meeting and request it move, can-

cel or postpone the Moscow Games. The USOC finally agreed,

though Kane admitted it was just "playing for time" as the com-
mittee had until May 24 to accept the invitation to Moscow.'^
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The IOC did not intend to take any action regarding the Moscow
Games. Although Lord Killanin called the Lake Placid session

"one of the most important" the IOC ever held»" and the ISC
membership was truly worried about the possible boycott, time was
on their side. The Games were not to start until July, and since

there was still no massive opposition developing, any action at

Lake Placid would be premature. As Killanin stated it, the IOC
position was that it was too late to move the Games; the Soviet

Union had Uved up to all its agreements with the IOC and the IOC
was thus bound to live up to its end of the bargain. Besides, said

IOC Executive Director Monique Berlioux, it would be wrong to

try to hold the Soviet Union to the ancient principle that a host

nation should not be involved in military operations during an

Olympic Games. "Today many countries can be considered to be

involved in military operations." She reminded U.S. officials that

the U.S. was involved in Vietnam in 1970 when the IOC awarded

the '76 Winter Games to Denver; the U.S. was involved in Cam-
bodia in *74 when Lake Placid was awarded the Games; and the

U.S. had landed Marines in Lebanon in '58 while it was preparing

for the '60 Squaw Valley Winter Games.

The IOC voted unanimously to reject the USOC request. Now
there was no turning back—only the February 20 deadline re-

mained to make the boycott deHnite. Expressing disappointment

with the IOC decision. Carter urged the USOC to come to a

prompt decision. The USOC was in no hurry, however, and post-

poned any final decision until its regular April meeting. This inter-

lude was to prove disastrous. While many governments had come
out in favor of a boycott, their national Olympic committees had

not. For many governments, however, with each passing day the

urgency to respond to the Soviet invasion became less paramount
and enthusiasm for a boycott waned. An indication of this

occurred at a ninety-two-nation conference of the non-aligned

movement in mid-March. Although the conference approved a
resolution that called for the withdrawal of troops from Afghanis-

tan, the Soviet Union was not named directly. As one diplomat

commented: "Time has softened perceptions of the invasion and

relaxed the degree of concern.""

It was several days later that the Carter boycott was dealt its

worst setback yet. The British Olympic Association, against the

wishes of the British government, but in conformity with British

public opinion, voted to go to the Games. **This idea of a boycott
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was an absolute non-starter from the beginning,** said BOA Chair-

man, Sir Denis Follows, and he added that theBOA decision would

no doubt "be listened to with interest in America.**"

Three days later, Carter cut off all exports to the Soviet Union of

sporting goods and Olympics-related products. Carter's ban

affected 501 companies with products ranging from chewing gum
and soft drinks to athletic equipment, a total of $20-$30 million in

exports. Most notably affected was the National Broadcasting

Company (NBC), which had the most at stake. As it could no

longer send broadcasting equipment or make further payments on

the television rights to the Soviet Union, its coverage of the Games
was in effect cancelled, though that decision was not actually an-

nounced until May. Even though NBC was insured for 90 percent,

it still expected to lose $20 million, plus it would lose the advantage

of using the Olympics to propel it to the top of the television ratings

in the U.S., which it had been counting on.

Carter might have been able to control events in the United

States, but developments took a turn for the worse internationally

following the BOA decision. The Canadian and Norwegian Olym-

pic committees voted to go to the Games in spite of their govern-

ments* opposition. France was wavering, and though the German
government had come out in favor of a boycott, it had not yet

pressed its national Olympic committee to commit itself. Carter

began to press the USOC to act, calling on Congressional leaders to

pressure USOC officials, threatening to change the USOC's char-

ter, threatening to withhold federal funds, and pressuring corpo-

rate sponsors to withhold payments unless the USOC boycotted.

All of these tactics USOC officials resented and considered counter-

productive, but it was the question of federal funds upon which the

committee's decision ultimately depended.

Athletes had complained from the very outset of the boycott

drive that they were being used by a government which in the past

had not acknowledged their existence; now when it needed their

support, the government ought at least to be willing to pay for it.

As Jane Frederick, a pentathlon star, remarked bitterly, "I grudg-

ingly [accept the boycott] because the government has never helped

us in amateur sports. They have always denied our international

importance in the pohtical arena and now when they need us,

they're going to use us because they have the clout I appreciate

the fact that they now Hnd us important enough to bring us into the
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political arena, but I don't appreciate the fact that they continue to

not fund and help amateur sports in this country."*^

That situation was to change. In 1979, theUSOC had asked Con-

gress for $30 million. It was allocated $16 million, but Carter cut

that to $4 million, and threatened to cut even that if cooperation

was not forthcoming. As the USOC's April meeting drew near,

negotiations began in earnest between the USOC and the Carter

administration for funding in return for a USOC decision to boy-

cott. The two finally settled on an agreement whereby the federal

government would pay $1 for every $2 the committee raised, ulti-

mately guaranteeing $10 million."

On April 12, the USOC by a 2-1 margin voted to boycott, but

international support never materialized. West Germany, which

had been looked to as a key, did finally vote to boycott, but France

did not, and while Norway and Canada reversed their earlier deci-

sions, nearly every other Western European Olympic committee

voted to go to the Games. Even the New Zealand and Australian

Olympic committees voted to go, in spite of their governments'

opposition. The May 24 deadline for accepting or rejecting invita-

tions to Moscow came and went with twenty-seven Olympic com-

mittees rejecting, eighty-five accepting and twenty-nine still

undecided.

In an attempt to secure the participation of as many committees

as possible, the IOC decreed the invitations would be left open until

the opening of the Games. Ultimately, sixty-two countries boy-

cotted, the most ever, and the number of participating countries

was eighty-one, the fewest number since the '56 Melbourne Sum-

mer Games attracted only sixty-seven. Fewer than six thousand

athletes participated, half the number originally expected, and only

one-third of the tourists originally expected showed up—one-
hundred-thousand.

The boycott definitely had its impact, but was it a success? The
Games still took place and thuty-six world records were broken,

one more than at Montreal, and countless Olympic records also

fell,'^ so from an athletic standpoint it appears the boycott was a

failure. For the boycott truly to have worked, more than half the

countries would have had to boycott or the Games would have had

to have been moved, canceled or postponed. The boycott did not

punish the Soviet Union, and any hoped-for internal ramifications,

such as a massive uprising against the Soviet leadership, never
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materialized. How could it? The Soviet people were never told why
the United States and other countries were boycotting, so they were

mystified, not motivated to protest.

The Carter administration touted the boycott as the "strongest

single step we (the United States) could take to persuade them (the

Soviet Union) to withdraw their troops from Afghanistan,'***

prompting Julian Roosevelt to retort, "if that's the strongest thing

we can do, we have no Washington." Senator Kennedy charac-

terized it as "basically a symbol, and symbols," he added, "are no
substitute for an effective policy."*^

While it may have been a symbol, it also could have been an

effective tool had it been pursued correctly, but there was too much
time between the invasion and the Games, and too many interests

were involved for such a symbol really to work properly. Even

those measures which did receive a great deal of support, such as

the grain embargo, failed because one or two countries would not

embargo their grain exports, or because the Soviet Union was able

to acquire the necessary grain through indirect channels." So what

was to have been the symbol of the world's resolve became but a

symbol of the world's weakness, and the ultimate losers were the

athletes—once again.

The boycott did have some positive aspects. It forced reforms, or

attempts at them, and made the IOC begin to re-evaluate its Games
in light of modern circumstances. Most notable is the IOC's deci-

sion seriously to consider estabhshing a permanent home for the

Summer Games in Greece on land to be donated by the Greek gov-

ernment and to be set aside as a "neutral zone" to be run by the

IOC.*' Such a site would eliminate the kinds of problems Moscow
presented, but general international conflict would still present dif-

Hculties.

The IOC experimented with denationalizing the Games, some-

thing to which it had paid lip-service for years. Proposed by
eighteen European national Olympic committees, the IOC adopted

several reforms for the Moscow Games, allowing among them, any

team to use the Olympic flag and anthem instead of its national flag

and anthem, and not to march as a full team in the opening cere-

monies, but only to have a standard bearer.'"

While several European contingents did practice these reforms,

they were greeted with derision by spectator and participant alike.

British, French, Dutch and Italian Olympic officials, toward the
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end of the Games, expressed the hope that national flags and

anthems would be reinstated in 1984. When the Olympic flag and

anthem were displayed at the Games spectators hooted and whis-

tled thdr contempt—not only Soviet and Eastern Europeans, but

Western spectators as well. Competitors, such as Britain's Alan
Wells, who won the 100-meter sprint, expressed disappointment

that his country's flag was not raised and its anthem not played.

When British middle distance man Steve Ovett won the 800-meter

run, while the Olympic flag was raised and anthem played, several

hundred of his countrymen in the crowd at Lenin Stadium broke

out httle national flags and sang the national anthem.^*

As shown by these demonstrations and those at past Games, the

Olympic Games are simply too popular a nationalistic forum to

eliminate such symbols of national honor. Competitors are proud

to compete for their countries, and spectators do not simply iden-

tify with individual winners or competitors, but the countries they

represent. As Sylvanus Williams, the Nigerian sports minister

asserted, participation and subsequent awards are viewed as a mea-

sure of a country's greatness. The Soviet Union has always made a

point of this, and viewed the hosting of the Moscow Games as

"convincing testimony to the general recognition of the historic

importance and correctness of the foreign policy course of our

country, of the enormous services of the Soviet Union in the strug-

gle for peace.""

Perhaps it was the Carter administration's failure to understand

this attitude, held by the world and its leaders, toward participation

in the Games as a measure of a country's greatness that doomed the

boycott to failure. The Carter administration approached the

Games as if they were just another sports event, and as such not ter-

ribly important to anyone but the Soviets. On the assumption that

few but the Soviet Union took participation in the Games seriously,

it was felt that it would be easy to acquire support for a boycott,

thus delivering a severe blow to the Soviet Union. Nothing could

have been farther from the truth. The Games have become perhaps

the most popular forum of international participation and reco^-
tion. A country may be willing to do something in the United

Nations, such as condemn the Soviet Union, but it is quite a differ-

ent matter to do the same at the Olympic Games.

What is important about the Games is their visibility. The Games

are seen by the whole world. For each spectator, whether at the
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Games or watching them on television, it is his country that is com-

peting—and, possibly, winning. One hears about the United

Nations or similar forums only indirectly, and there are rarely

clear-cut winners or losers. Consequently, what happens in such

forums is at best soon forgotten, often completely overlooked.

The key quality of the Games, the visual identification combined

with the competition, is certainly not lost on conunercial interests.

Even possible boycotts do not seem to dampen their enthusiasm for

the Games. The American Broadcasting Company has agreed to

pay $225 million to televise the Los Angeles Sunmier Games in

1984, and $91.5 million for the 1984 Sarajevo Winter Games.^' The

Los Angeles Olympic Organizing Committee is already lining up

commercial sponsors who have committed themselves to pay mil-

lions of dollars for the right to have their names associated with the

1984 Games. In fact, commercial sponsors will pay for all major

aspects of the 1984 Games, from construction to administration.

Following the 1980 boycott, the question is no longer whether the

Games will continue, but rather, in what form? Will they become

simply a conmiercial extravaganza? Will they be hostage to the

political conflicts that are paramount on the international scene?

There will always be politics in the Games, but given the 1980 expe-

rience, the international politics which have so buffeted the Olym-
pics in the last decade may become less of a factor as the world of

international sport finally seeks some workable solutions. What is

cloudy in the Olympic future is the role that commerciaHsm will

play, a question the IOC and international sport in general have

failed fully to confront but which they will eventually have to face

if these sport organizations intend to retain the autonomy they

now possess.
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The Structure of theIOC and
the Olympic System

THE IOC IS COMPOSED OF two bodics: the Executive Board or the

Executive Commission as it was called in previous times, and the

General Assembly. From out of the General Assembly the members

of the Executive Board are elected. The Executive Board is com-

posed of: (1) a president, elected for 8 years and reeligible for

periods of 4 years, (2) three vice-presidents, elected for 4 years,

(3) five members, eleaed for 4 years. As of 1976 the IOC had 76

members.*

Handling administrative matters is the General Secretariat,

located in Lausanne. At the head of the General Secretariat is a

director, assisted by a technical manager, and a staff. In the past

the director has been called by a variety of names. For a long period

of time the position went under the rubric of Chancellor,

in order to divide up the tasks of the IOC, special commissions

have been set up to deal with the particular problems the IOC
encounters. The following are presently in existence: Commission

for the International Olympic Academy,** Eligibihty Conmiission,

*The Olympic Directory, 1976.

**The Olympic Academy is an institution set up by the IOC for the study of

Olympism and the Olympic Games. Founded in 1961, its residence is in Athens,

Greece, the birthplace of the Olympic concept. Each year scholars of sport go to the

Academy to study numerous aspects of sport, be they historical, technical, juridical,

or artistic. The purpose of the Academy is to acquaint people with and hopefully to

instill in than the Olympic ideals, thereby furthering the cause of the Olympic

movement.

[199]
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Culture Commission, Emblems Commission, Finance Commis-

sion, Juridical Commission, Medical Commission, Press Commis-
sion, Publications Commission, Commission for the Olympic Pro-

gramme, Rules Editing Commission, Rules Reviewing Commis-

sion, Commission for Olympic Solidarity, Television Commission,

Tripartite Commission, and the Council of the Olympic Order. The

Medical, Olympic Solidarity, Tripartite and Olympic Programme

Commissions are not strictly composed of IOC members but have

joint membership of either technicians, specialists, doctors, or

members of international federations or national Olympic com-

mittees.

The Olympic system comprises 4 bodies—the IOC, the interna-

tional federations, the national Olympic committees and the orga-

nizing committee of the Games. The IOC is the overseeing body for

the conduct of Olympic sport and any Games sanctioned by the

IOC to use the Olympic name (e.g., Asian Games, Pan-American

Games). The international federations rule each individual sport

and within each country have national affiliates. The national

Olympic committees are the representatives and overseers of Olym-

pic sport in each individual country. Thus the USOC (United States

Olympic Committee) oversees all aspects of Olympic sport in the

United States, and the same holds true for other countries. For

each Olympic Games and regional Games there are organizing

committees that coordinate and administer the activities of the

Games, according to the rules, regulations, and directives of the

IOC.

All bodies are autonomous and are supposed to be private and

free of any governmental or other influences. The IOC does not

have directive power over the international federations except inso-

far as the conduct of the Games is concerned. The international

federations completely rule their individual sports, even at the

Olympic Games. As such the IOC had no jurisdiction over, for

example, the outcome and conduct of the 1972 Soviet-US basket-

ball game, won by the USSR, but protested (unsuccessfully) by the

United States. The IOC can control the number of sports partici-

pating in the Games and the specific number of events in those

sports, and can determine which individuals may take part. The
actual conduct of events and regulations regarding the construction

of facilities are under the purview of the international federations.
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Outside of Olympic sport (Olympic sanctioned Games) the inter-

national federations have sole control. World championships come
wider their auspices as well as any other matters pertaining to their

sports.
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